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A brief review of the KAP research and development program
Gunther Tress, Bärbel Tress and Peter Smeets
Knowledge creation and reflection in integrative and participatory projects
Gunther Tress, Bärbel Tress and Gary Fry 
I. Introduction
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A brief review of the KAP research
and development program 
KAP (Dutch abbreviation for: Kennisontwikkeling Ambulant Plannen,
meaning “Knowledge creation through research and planning on the
spot”) is a research and development program that was initiated in
1998. The motivation for the program came from experiences in phys-
ical planning agencies in the Netherlands, which expressed a demand
for a regional-specific approach in dealing with planning questions.
The regions were considered as the crucial scale for planning issues
and, therefore, more focus should be given to the regional scale in ap-
plied research and implementation of environmental concerns into
practice. 
The basic idea of a regional dialogue with stakeholders on the multi-
ple use of land was already born in a previous project—SCOPE—that ter-
minated in 1996/1997 (SCOPE 1997). The increasing pressure on both
undeveloped and developed land in the Netherlands brought up the idea
of  multiple use of land. Competing societal interests on land combined
with the scarcity of available land for new development created the floor
for new planning concepts. 
The main funding for the KAP program came from internal funds of
DLO (= Dutch Agricultural Research). The program was run by two  re-
search institutes, Alterra Green World Research (Wageningen) and the
Agricultural Economics Research Institute LEI (The Hague) with Alterra
as leader and LEI as cooperating partner. The total budget of the pro-
gram was 1.5 mio.  
The main objective of the program was to develop planning approaches
and concepts for the regional-specific implementation of multiple use of
land. The integration of knowledge deriving from different domains in re-
search (natural sciences, humanities and social sciences), the arts, and
engineering as well as experiences and preferences of local and regional
stakeholders were chosen as conceptual approach (Tress et al. 2003). The
physical planning agencies and the Dutch government were the drivers for
meeting this objective. At that time, the regions themselves did not place a
demand. 
The program was structured in three subsequent parts. Several proj-
ects were conducted in the three parts that partly were co-financed by
InnoNet  (an organisation aiming at innovations in rural areas and agri-
culture) and Habiforum (a research fund that promotes research into and
planning of multifunctional land use).  
In part 1 (1998-1999), the focus was on developing an operational
concept of multiple use of land together with regional partners. The aim
of the projects “Multiple use of land” and “Sea and Land” were to iden-
tify potential knowledge gaps in physical planning for multiple use of land
and in approaching regional stakeholders. A region consisting of the
province of Zeeland and adjacent parts of the provinces Zuid Holland
and Noord Brabant, in the southwest of the country, was chosen as sam-
ple area for the study. 
In part 2 (2000-2002), the experiences from the first phase were put
into practice. The “Regional Dialogue” project was initiated and con-
ducted together with about 350 regional stakeholders. The key aim was to
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discuss the future development of rural areas with the stakeholders and
prepare for actions that could be implemented in future planning. One pi-
lot area was chosen in the southeast of the Netherlands, a boarder region
to Germany (Smeets & Van Mansfeld 2002, Van Mansfeld 2002). Along
the Regional Dialogue project, the infrastructure project “Mobile Office”
was carried out. It aimed at providing mobile office facilities, a group de-
cision-room and services for both researchers and planners who are lo-
cated in the regions and who needed technical and communicative tools
on the spot for the dialogue with stakeholders (Wintjes et al. 2000).  To-
day these facilities are available via Alterra Green World Research. 
In part 3 (2002-2003), the main focus was on reflecting on the expe-
riences derived from the several case studies in earlier phases of the pro-
gram. The case study projects gave deeper understanding of the practice
of regional planning and the concept of a regional dialogue offered a
promising, but difficult and time-consuming way of dealing with regional
planning issues in metropolitan and rural areas in the Netherlands. The
aim of part 3 was therefore to focus on the theoretical and methodologi-
cal development of interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary approaches that
were applied in projects in earlier program phases (Tress et al. 2004a).
Besides the mobile office tools also modelling and scenario visualization
tools were developed for research and planning of regional areas (Verweij
2002a, b, c; Tress & Tress 2003a, b, c; Roos-Klein Lankhorst et al.
2004). The visualization tools can support future planning of metropoli-
tan and delta areas. Finally, the idea of metropolitan delta areas was con-
ceptualised and discussed at an international symposium with cases from
different metropolitan delta areas around the world. Several case studies
from the KAP program were presented and summarized in a final publi-
cation on Planning Metropolitan Landscapes (Jacobs 2004, Roos-Klein
Lankhorst et al. 2004, Smeets at al. 2004, Tress & Tress 2004, Tress et
al. 2004b, Van den Brink & Baveco 2004). 
This book reports on the last activity of the KAP program, a workshop
with participants from KAP funded projects or with other experiences in
participatory and integrative research. The participants got the chance to
reflect on their experiences and on the particular knowledge that was built
13
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up in integrative and participatory research. 
In December 2003, the program terminated. During the five years,
about 35 people of staff of Alterra and LEI were involved in the program
activities. Besides a large number of regional and local stakeholders par-
ticipated actively in the program. The program was led by Marcel Wijer-
mans until November 2002 when the leadership was taken over by Bär-
bel Tress and Gunther Tress for rounding up part 3. 
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Integrative and participatory research
In order to prevent misunderstandings, we briefly want to present our
definitions of integrative, interdisciplinary, transdisciplinary and partici-
patory approaches. In interdisciplinary projects the challenge is to work
together in a mixed group of researchers from different academic disci-
plines. The epistemological focus is thus to integrate different academic
knowledge cultures. In transdisciplinary research the challenge is on the
integration of academic and non-academic knowledge cultures. With both
approaches, the aim is on integration in order to derive new methodology
and theory. We distinguish these integrative approaches from the partici-
patory approach, in which the focus is on an exchange of knowledge of
both academic and non-academic participants to solve a common prob-
lem (see fig. 1). Participatory projects might be disciplinary or multidis-
ciplinary ways of working with non-academic participants. The academic
participants exchange information and knowledge for the benefit of the
project goal, but do not have the goal to reach an integration of knowledge
cultures – as in integrative approaches.  As such, some participatory proj-
ects may not be research; they may be development projects or projects
that apply knowledge from earlier research projects. All participatory proj-
ects can be classified by whether they have a research focus or not. Both
integrative and participatory approaches exist in their own right, and are
equally important. It is, however, important to be aware of the differ-
ences between them when applying them.  
An important characteristic of integrative and participatory projects is
that they often belong to the field of strategic or applied research. These
are not only geared towards the goal of knowledge creation but are initi-
ated by funding bodies and clients to solve a real-world problem (Cortner
2000, Fischhoff 2000, Parkes & Panelli 2001, Asselt & Rijkens-Klomp
2002, Tress et al. 2004). Frequently, they operate at the interface of en-
vironment and society, e.g. in the field of sustainable development. With
this goal the scientific outputs – compared with problem solving or prac-
tically applicable outcomes –are not always explicit or given priority by the
clients. As a result, reflections on knowledge creation during the project
process and thus academic results may be tuned down. 
Knowledge creation and
reflection in integrative and
participatory projects
The contributions of this book derive from a one-day workshop with
researchers who participated in the KAP program (Knowledge creation
through research and planning on the spot - for more information see
first chapter of this book) or otherwise had experience with integrative
and participatory approaches in the field of landscape planning or
landscape research. The workshop had the aim to offer an opportunity
for reflection on knowledge creation in participatory and integrative
projects. In this introductory contribution, we describe how knowl-
edge creation in integrative and participatory projects takes place. We
propose a circle of knowledge creation to model this process. As re-
flection is a key factor in research, we discuss four levels on which re-
flection can take place and discuss the need for more reflection in in-
tegrative and participatory projects. 
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In the INTELS project, which is studying integrative projects in the
field of landscape research in Europe (http://www.intels.cc), we have in-
terviewed project participants and leaders about their experiences with in-
tegrative research projects. Results of this study suggest that integrative
research projects often suffer from a shortage of reflection on methods,
results, theory building and in providing feedback from project experi-
ences into science. As a result researchers often had difficulties in gain-
ing academic merit from participating in integrative projects (Tress et al.
2004).
The circle of knowledge creation
At an abstract level, each integrative or participatory research project
contains processes of knowledge creation, application, and reflection, as
well as feedback to science. These processes go hand in hand and mutu-
ally influence each other. In order to describe these processes we have de-
veloped a model to represent the circle of knowledge creation (see fig. 2-3). 
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The projects all have a goal – the solution of a specific problem – de-
termined by the client, or by client and researchers together. We describe
the circle of knowledge in two steps:
(1) Existing knowledge is used to develop a solution to a specific prob-
lem. This knowledge is available through the expertise of the project team
(academics as well as non-academics) or from the results of earlier proj-
ects – part of the body of scientific knowledge. To be considered as re-
search, also demands that new knowledge has to be generated by the proj-
ect team in order to solve the problem. If the problem can be solved with
already existing knowledge, it would not normally be considered a re-
search project. Available knowledge as well as newly generated context
specific knowledge is applied in order to solve a specific problem. This is
illustrated in figure 2. We use the term specific here to underline, that the
solution of a contextual problem, does not automatically allow the results
to be used to solve other problems of a similar kind. This is the differ-
ence between the first and second part of the circle of knowledge cre-
ation, where the focus is on the generation of generic knowledge. 
Fig. 2: The circle of knowledge
creation – development of specific
knowledge
(2) Generic knowledge is
knowledge that is generally ap-
plicable to answer similar
kinds of problems. As science
is interested in the nature and
behaviour of observable phe-
nomena (Feynman 1998) it
seeks knowledge that has rele-
vance and validity beyond a specific context. Through reflective process-
es, single researchers and research teams can use the specific knowl-
edge developed in the project for the further development of existing
method and theory. The researcher will draw conclusions of general rele-
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Integrative
projects
Interdisciplinary
projects
Transdisciplinary
projects
Participatory
projects
work either interdisciplinary or transdisciplinary
involve several unrelated academic disciplines in a way that
forces them to cross subject boundaries to solve a common
research goal.
integrate both academic researchers from different unrelat-
ed disciplines and user-group participants to research a com-
mon goal
involve academic researchers and non-academic participants
to solve a problem. May be disciplinary or multidisciplinary
projects that involve non-academic participants for exchange
of knowledge. Not necessarily research.
Fig. 1: Definitions of integrative and participatory research concepts 
(Tress et al. 2003, Tress et al. 2004)
application of knowledge/ 
creation of specific knowledge 
solution 
 of specific 
problem 
When debating different types of research, we are also forced into the
discussion of what is and is not research. The gathering of data, recording
observations, collecting experiences, developing plans, discussing with
stakeholders and finally solving a real-world problem is not necessarily re-
search. Admitted all these are valuable activities, but knowledge creation
first becomes research, when the data and information we have gathered
are systematized, analysed and fed back into academic communities
(Winder 2003). This is what distinguishes scientific knowledge from non-
scientific knowledge (Audi 1998).  The discussion of what is and is not
research is of high relevance for landscape research and planning, which
at the same time is a field of applied and fundamental science (Nadin
1997, Benson 1998, Selman 1998, Milburn 2003).
Tacit and explicit knowledge in research
Research requires that new knowledge has to be created, but also
that this knowledge has to be fixed and put into a broader framework. In
order to become research, knowledge has to be transformed from being
tacit into being explicit. We follow Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), who in-
troduced the terms tacit knowledge as subjective knowledge and explicit
knowledge as objective knowledge, but use the terms in a more specific
sense, adapted to the needs of a research context. To us, tacit knowledge
is implicit and personal. This means that the knowledge is not directly ac-
cessible to others and that it is impossible to assess its significance in
relation to existing knowledge. In contrast, explicit knowledge is accessi-
ble for others. Explicit knowledge is mostly tangible; it is fixed on some
kind of medium such as a book, scientific journal, CD, video or a web site.
As a consequence, it is brought into the wider context of the public do-
main. This process allows us to judge results in relation to existing be-
liefs and commonly held attitudes (see fig. 4). Exposure to peer review is
one of the main pillars of scientific progress.
Levels of reflection in integrative and participative projects
In order to feed back knowledge into the scientific community, and to
contribute to progress in science, knowledge needs to be transformed
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vance and in this sense develop generic knowledge. This generic knowl-
edge is fed back to science – usually in the form of a scientific paper or
book publication – and is the main process through which progress in
science takes place. This is illustrated in the lower half of the circle of
knowledge in figure 3. In this way knowledge is also shared within the sci-
entific community and available for future projects. Generic knowledge in-
creases the body of knowledge in scientific communities.
Fig. 3: The circle of knowledge
creation – development of generic
knowledge
Based on the results from
the INTELS project, we ac-
knowledge that there might
be a problem for integrative
projects to include all as-
pects of the circle of knowl-
edge creation. It would ap-
pear that many applied integrative projects only focus on the goal of gain-
ing the specific knowledge needed for solving the problems of their clients
or stakeholders. Once this has been achieved, the project may be deemed
completed such that there is neither time nor money for a more funda-
mental reflection on the knowledge that was created or how it can be fed
back to the wider scientific community. Many valuable experiences get
lost in this way, hampering progress in research. It can also be discussed
whether projects, which do not feed back to science are research proj-
ects or whether they are better characterised as consultancy. This is be-
cause their focus is more on the application/creation of specific knowl-
edge than on the creation of generic knowledge that contributes to
progress in science. A characteristic of consultancy is that it relies on the
application of existing knowledge for the solution of a problem – even if
the solution is contextual and unique. 
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creation of specific knowledge 
method & theory development/ 
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progress  
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 of specific 
problem 
reflect on when and under which circumstances common learning takes
place and what can be done to stimulate such moments. Equally impor-
tant is reflection on how knowledge was shared among the participants
and how it was made available for everyone. 
Reflection in terms of feedback to the institute is a third level. It is the
level of organisational learning. Theories of organisational learning state
the importance of feedback of individual and project knowledge to the
organisation, as this is the way in which an institute learns and thus can
improve its products over time (Argyris & Schön 1996; Argote 1999).
Reflection contributes to the excellence and reputation of an institute.
The accumulation of new findings and knowledge and making these avail-
able to other researchers within the same institute is a key factor in the
professional development of the individual staff and the institute as a
whole. If knowledge remains implicit and is not integrated and shared at
the institute level, it can easily get lost. This loss can happen simply in
that knowledge gets forgotten over time or when individuals leave the or-
ganisation. In this way, organisational learning is turned into organisa-
tional forgetting (Argote 1999). When an organisation loses relevant
knowledge, it may lose the ability to provide certain services or investiga-
tions. Therefore, it is important, to feed back new knowledge into the re-
search institute, and to store it in a way that will make it widely available
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from tacit into explicit knowledge. This takes place by means of reflection.
In the context of research projects, reflection can go on at four different
levels (see fig. 5).
Reflection can take place at the personal level; it is one person’s indi-
vidual reflection. A participant can reflect on what she/he actually has
done and learned in the project, and what have been the benefits for
her/his career. What were the experiences and how do these experiences
relate to earlier experiences? This includes reflection on the contents of
a project as well as the process. By contents we mean the subject of a
project and what an individual participant has learned in this subject,
which may enable her/him individually to increase the personal knowledge
base. By process we mean how the project was organised and how it pro-
ceeded including the roles of and interactions between participants. What
were the positive or negative experiences with the specific project setting,
what went well and what did not work? These reflections may influence a
person’s future choice of projects, and working cultures. 
Another level on which reflection can take place is the project level,
dealing with reflection among the participants of a project. At the project
level, participants can reflect on common learning and knowledge ex-
change, their level of ambition to integrate the different knowledge cul-
tures and whether this ambition was achieved? An important point is to
D
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personal level  
project level 
back to institute
back to science 
Fig. 5: Four levels of
reflection in integrative
research projects
Tacit 
knowledge
Explicit
knowledge
- Implicit
- Personally bound
- Not accessible for others
- Not put in context of other knowledge
- Expressed in language
- Not bound to an individual
- Accessible for others
- Tangible, available on a medium
- Seen in the context of existing knowledge
Fig. 4: Characteristics of tacit and explicit knowledge
Therefore, the contributions should be read as snapshots of personal and
spontaneous reflections on the workshop topic “from tacit to explicit
knowledge in integrative and participatory research”. Besides the indi-
vidual reflections, participants also worked in subgroups on the four lev-
els, the outcomes of which are reflected as summaries at the end of each
chapter. We acknowledge that a one-day workshop is no substitute for re-
flection within projects. However, it is hoped that the process will stimu-
late participants to actively “plan” for reflection in their integrative and
participatory projects. The twenty six individual contributions reflect di-
verse views on knowledge creation and reflection. They shed light on the
multiplicity of attitudes, which are represented in participatory and inte-
grative research. Above all, participants provided a wide range of attitudes
regarding the role of science in general and its role in integrative and
participatory research in particular. 
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now and into the future. Mechanisms for formally and informally achiev-
ing this accumulated experience through information exchange are vital
to the professional well-being of institutes in the age of intellectual capital.
Another level of reflection is feedback into science. Only when reflec-
tion at this level is achieved, we can speak of a research activity, since it
is through this reflection and feedback that generic knowledge is creat-
ed. In research it is important to reflect on how the problem was defined
and the methodological approach selected. Scientific reflection considers
the assumptions/hypotheses and whether they were confirmed or reject-
ed. The selection of methods, their advantages and shortcomings and
consequently what needs to be developed further in the future all require
reflective analysis. One of the most important topics for reflection relates
to the results of the project and particularly how these relate to previous
findings. Do the results support existing theories or challenge them so that
new theory development becomes necessary. Under the current research
system, the most common way of feeding such reflections back into sci-
ence is by means of publication. Where peer-review is applied, this works
also as a quality control filter, deciding whether or not the results pre-
sented add relevant and original contributions to the body of knowledge
of a scientific community (Milburn et al. 2002). Publication not only
forms the framework of reference for new studies but also acts as a mech-
anism to safeguard research teams from unknowingly duplicating research
efforts over and over again. Publication allows us to acknowledge each
others’ results and build upon existing knowledge. 
The four levels have a hierarchical holistic structure, in which one
level is related to the other levels. The relationship works in both direc-
tions, so that the lower levels relate to the upper levels and vice versa. It
is important to regard them all together as means of reflection in research. 
The workshop results
The four levels of reflection are mirrored in the structure of this book,
which has four main chapters dealing with one of the four levels respec-
tively. During the workshop the participants had the task to chose one lev-
el and write – within few hours at the same day – a short contribution.
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to do a certain job and then leave him/her alone with that. We want to
trust that the others are good professionals, so that each of us can con-
centrate on his own job, which is difficult and time-consuming enough.
It so happens that we produce joint research reports or even scientific ar-
ticles of which we only know the part we have written ourselves.
A third thing is that researchers and practitioners, who often work to-
gether, moved from a strong concern about the ‘real facts’ and a common
interpretation of these during the 1980s, to an increasing interest in sce-
narios during the 1990s. It seems as if there was a shared feeling that
there are enough facts available all over the place. Those we can always
search for when we need them and such searching becomes easier every
day. ‘Knowing and understanding reality’ was a saturated market, so we
switched to the market for intelligent guesses about the future: our clients
and friends-practitioners wanted to be better prepared for that future. At
present also this market is getting saturated and the new thing seems to
be the ‘innovative metaphor’. Examples of this new trend are the ‘nieuwe
dorpen’ (new villages), the ‘ecological high-structure’, and ‘green living’.
Especially this idea of ‘new villages’ is treated by the Innovation Network
of our ministry of Agriculture, as a slogan for creative thinking about the
future of our rural areas rather than a research project of where and un-
der what conditions such ‘new villages’ might be acceptable or even
needed in our countryside.  
So far my first observations at the ‘meta’ level. When it comes to
knowledge creation in my own field of scientific interest I can say that I
learn every day, partly in projects but very much also by reading and lis-
tening in various media and platforms.
Turning to my reflections on experiences with knowledge creation
among the participants in a concrete project I would chose “PULSE” as
my example. PULSE stands for “Peri-Urban Landscape Scenes” and is a
project with local governments, local interest groups and research part-
ners about new ways of sharing peri-urban areas between urban and rural
users; in other words as a way of maintaining the original functions (and
possibly ownership) and qualities, while giving urban people maximum
access, scope for their needs and sense of co-ownership. Being an in-
Leo van den Berg [leo.vandenberg@wur.nl]
Types of knowledge and the
roles of researchers
I have learned three important things about participatory research
projects that I was involved in. 
The first thing I learned is that people always play roles. As a re-
searcher you are not always aware of what these roles imply. For instance,
we may think that a civil servant in ministry X is keen to learn about the
results of our research work on one of his/her topics of responsibility. But
much later we may discover, that this person wants (or may have been in-
structed) to make sure that our findings don’t threaten the position his/her
department has chosen. In other words, the clients of our projects, or the
practitioners we work with, are interested in different things than we as re-
searchers. 
The second thing I learned is that, probably due to our drive to be ef-
ficient, we as members of research teams tend to take very little time to
check each other’s work. We are extremely happy that somebody is willing
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Our common learning could only take place by meeting each other at
different locations and with other local stakeholders. E-mail is important
to keep in touch and to arrange for the next meeting, but the experience
is, that partners only take the trouble of reading each others’ submis-
sions when they are about to meet each other or have just done so. 
Initially we thought that Alterra could operate as a co-ordinating part-
ner, positioning itself ‘above’ the other partners as neutral and knowl-
edgeable. However, it soon became clear that we lacked authority and
capacity about the budgeting of actions and investments of local govern-
ments in co-operation with other local stakeholders. But we managed in
the end to find a partner (DLG) to take over this role from us, while Alter-
ra remained responsible for scientific co-ordination to meet the EU crite-
ria for ‘transnationality’. In the process, we learned a lot about both
strengths and limitations of a scientific research institute in internation-
al action-oriented projects. 
When it comes to the involvement of staff from our own institute in this
project it is worth concluding that we started with a lot of enthusiasm
and at one point had 5 people in it. But we soon realised that this would
cost too much and in the end only 1 or 2 of us remained involved. The oth-
ers are still informed regularly about the ins and outs of this ongoing
process. So we try and share our learning experience with others operat-
ing in the same field.
To conclude, one observation in the margin:
The theme of this workshop is “from tacit to explicit knowledge”,
whereby the former is private-individual and the latter defined as public,
or generally available. We should be aware, however, that a lot of knowl-
edge is somewhere in-between: shared by the workers in an institution
(sometimes poorly stored) or protected under  the law of ownership (be it
intellectual or otherwise). The Coca-Cola recipe is just an example, but
in the face of commercial competition our own institute and more and
more institutions we work with are creating barriers to the free flow of in-
formation. So we should consider a third category: “classified knowl-
edge”, which is probably very explicit, but only to a few people, each
with access to some parts of it only.
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tended INTERREG project it operates at the scale of cities in North-west-
ern Europe. Even though the actual project has not started yet, the two
years of “transnational” preparation have given the participants a great va-
riety of learning experiences. I will state six of them.
Firstly, there was a tremendous gap in tacit knowledge between the re-
searchers and the practitioners in the project team which was more ap-
parent than the cultural differences between participants from different
countries. While the former were talking about the most valuable land-
scape features and about models of co-operation between public and pri-
vate stakeholders, the practitioners (professionals working for local coun-
cils) were mainly thinking of financial support from the EU for land ac-
quisition and park development in their peri-urban areas.
Secondly, all partners had their hidden agendas, and sometimes this
led to lack of trust in the intentions of some of the other partners.
Thirdly, researchers promised the local council staff that, in addition
to securing EU funding for actions and investments which are normally
not eligible, the project would result in money-saving devices by active
and joint involvement of rural and urban stakeholders. This agreement
served as our common ground.
Fourthly, if commitment by the highest authority at municipal level
was not obtained right from the start, it turned out to be extremely diffi-
cult to get it by the time the authorities had to sign their ‘letters of intent’.
Our local government project partners had a very difficult job in keeping
their political bosses well informed and committed to the evolving proj-
ect proposal.
Fifthly, the two parties (academic and practitioners) continued speak-
ing different languages until well after a powerful planning agency took
over project leadership from the researchers. This agency was the Gov-
ernment Service for Land and Water Management (DLG).  
Finally, only when DLG forced the local government partners to de-
scribe and budget their local actions and investments within the (scien-
tific) framework, it became clear that local government was not really in-
terested in some of the elements that the researchers considered crucial
for successful submission with the EU.
D
elta series  3  2004
30
33
Roel During [roel.during@wur.nl]
Character and individual context
as a unique selling point
In the Kromme Rijn project I have learned more about planning on a
landscape ecology basis than in my study. It has been a project about
ideology and precise measures. The goal of the project was to clarify
the water in the moat-systems of the inner city of Utrecht with water
purification and retention measures in the watershed. I learned about
working with people with their own individual context and ideology.
These were people who worked in the city planning of Utrecht, with
the sewerage planning and were the planners for the outskirts. Syn-
chronizing these individual contexts of the different planners and con-
trollers took about three years. During this synchronization process
commitment and mutual trust has been build up. 
In the following paragraph I try to recollect afterwards the aspects that
were involved in this synchronisation process. Surprisingly the aspects
have little to do with the internal goals of the project. 
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The synchronisation of contexts took place regarding the following 
aspects (probably I forget several aspects): 
• Perception of the time scale that you perceive as relevant for your
contribution to the world (some participants were thinking in gener-
ations and others more in terms of working-life-time).
• Feelings of responsibility for problems that have grown and originate
from former generations of inhabitants of Utrecht.
• Belief in technical solutions.
• Working either in the “planning is controlling the future” paradigm
or the opposite, planning is “finding best practices by experienc-
ing.”
• Using a system approach to work along linear cause-effect relations.
• Distinguishing symptoms from real fundamental causes.
• Marking lines of intrusion to civilian rights.
• The belief and unbelief in national standards as final goals.
• Growing insights in interdependencies.
• Linking one another’s characters to the personal strategies to con-
tribute to a better world.
The meetings and conversations that diverged from the subject where
most useful in the synchronization process. In the beginning there was a
problematic relation between all the participants (risks of sewing), in the
end the planning process came into a flow and contact by telephone was
enough to harmonise reactions to press questions. 
During the process we did a remarkable experiment, that contributed
to a great extend to a basis of understanding between the local experts
and myself. The maintenance keeper of a sluice told the group that the
water seepage in the inner city of Utrecht was so large, that it was not pos-
sible to maintain the water level with the relatively small quantity of clean
water from the watershed of the Kromme Rijn. At first I didn’t belief him
and we discussed about the possibilities of measuring the leakage. The
possibility of a real experiment at the size of Utrecht was mentioned. All
the ins and outs of the city water system were to be closed (nine water-
management institutions were involved) and only water from the Kromme
with. I cannot find inspiration and progress of my knowledge when work-
ing for a control freak. 
The knowledge that I acquired in this project seems to me very con-
textual. I don’t believe in distillation of portions of knowledge from this
project and applying them in another context. Maybe the problems of
various regions are not quite unique, but the people you deal with are. In
the end if you bring along a growing body of knowledge from one project
to the next, there is a risk to end like the scientist above. This person was
not able to look at a given situation without a conceptual framework that
biased his view. 
The combination of your character, your personal context (tacit knowl-
edge and experiences), resulting in a specific way of investigating and
dealing with planning problems, is your unique selling point. It is impos-
sible and undesirable to make it all explicit. 
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Rijn should come in and leave the city via another stream, the Vecht. In
both rivers the water flow was measured and the water balance of the city
could be made for the first time in history. The outcome of the experiment
was that the sluice manager was right in the fact that an enormous quan-
tity of water was drained away by the big canal adjacent to the city. 
Afterwards I often wondered why the process took so long. One of the
main reasons was an incompatibility of characters between two major
players in the planning process: the chairman and the environmental sci-
entist. One of them was very responsible, technical oriented, admitting al-
terations only if the effects were totally known. The other was more sci-
entifically oriented, not working from specific goals, always acting a bit
witty and not inclined to appreciate technical solutions. They also differed
remarkably in context: one had a more local context and was very con-
cerned about the nature reserves downstream of Utrecht and the other
was more globally oriented and was very occupied by giving local people
the means and trust to come up with their own solutions. In the end both
players didn’t succeed in synchronising on the basis of mutual respect.
There was respect for one another’s knowledge, but not on a visionary
level. In the end it became impossible to bring the project to a good end
with these partners. There were no quarrels, but there was also no
progress. 
At the time the scientist left the project, the planning process could be
successfully ended. I wrote the plan in a very short time and there was at
first unbelief by the chairman that I indeed had written the plan. Later on,
the mutual commitment and cooperation was very good between all the
participants. The plan that was based on a thorough system approach
caused a magic moment. 
It has been very important to approach a problem with no set of stan-
dard tools and also approach the participants with no prejudices. The
development of mutual trust is a major success factor for a project. Only
to a smaller extend success can be ascribed to knowledge. 
These lessons have been important in projects afterwards. When ac-
quiring new work, the process of synchronising contexts already starts by
the first meeting. I choose carefully the persons/contractors I want to work
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Nicoline van der Windt [nicoline.vanderwindt@wur.nl]
Trust-building as a major issue
in the Essen project
The aim of the Essen project was to make a regional design for three
villages in the province of Drenthe: Spier, Wijster en Drijber. This
should be done based on the cultural-historical values of the so called
“essen”, which are the (early) medieval fields with a characteristic
round surface, which can be found in parts of the higher sandy grounds
in the Netherlands. A starting-point for this project was that the local
people, as well as the local government should participate in the
process. 
In the project team were a researcher with expertise in historical land-
scapes, a landscape designer and a rural planner (the author). In the
preparation of meetings, this team worked closely together with the prin-
cipal, two men from the local government (gemeente Midden-Drenthe), a
social worker, and representatives from the local inhabitant groups of each
village. Working as a project team together with local people is very valu-
able and especially for this project it was essential to organise this in a
good way. After the first introductory meeting for the three villages to-
gether, we planned a few interactive sessions in each village separately:
an excursion/working session, a working session, and a meeting for the
final presentation.
In this project we can make a difference between the content such as
the cultural expertise, historical expertise, and landscape design on the
one, and the interactive process on the other hand. In this article I will
discuss the expertise concerning the interactive process. I will state six as-
pects, which can contribute to build trust in an interactive project.
The first aspect is that you’ll gain trust when you know about impor-
tant events or processes from the recent past. As a researcher from Wa-
geningen (this is how the local people called us several times) you most-
ly don’t know much about a village and its people. Before you start an in-
teractive process you should need to know the history of the village. I
mean the ins and outs: what kind of community is it? Have things hap-
pened which can influence your process? In this project we gained this in-
formation mostly from the social worker. This information is important
for the way you organize the process in the villages.
Secondly you need someone who is trusted by the locals as a contact
person, because you can only work together with the local people if they
trust you. In this project the contact person was the mentioned social
worker. She was working in the villages for a few years already and she
knew the people well. She had lots of experience in interactive work. She
talked with the people in the villages and shared this information with
the project team. She was very important in the project. As a researcher
you will not be able to build that kind of confidence in the short time of a
project. 
As researcher I prepared a part of the interactive meetings, based on
my own expertise and experience. We discussed in the project group and
with our contact person whether a certain method was suitable in this par-
ticular situation. Together we developed the most suitable method. So the
third aspect is that you have to adapt a method to the particular situation.
A fourth aspect is that plenary sessions are difficult to manage, so
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working in subgroups is better. This was something we experienced al-
ready on the first introductory meeting. I had suggested working in sub-
groups after the plenary introduction, but that was neglected. In this
meeting with about 80 people, a few frustrated farmers dominated the
evening. An important personal lesson for me was to be more persistent,
when I had the feeling about how we should do things. For the rest of the
project we worked in subgroups when we had a lot of people together.
The way you organize an interactive process is not only based on scientif-
ic knowledge and actual experience but also on feeling. 
Another aspect is that starting a project with an excursion with local
people is important to get trust and to gain specific (historical) knowledge
about the area. Local people have lots of information, which is not in
maps or in books. In the excursion I also got to know the community, in-
formation I could use in the preparation of the meetings.
Lastly the atmosphere in the project team was just as important as
the one between the project team and the local persons. In the project
team I learned to be careful in the way I gave comments. In relation to the
local people I also learned to be careful in what to write down. The most
ideal situation is of course when there is so much confidence you can say
everything and they of course can say everything to you. Unfortunately
that’s almost never the case, and you have to weigh your words carefully.
The conclusion is that trust and trust-building are very important in
participatory projects. Invest in a good relationship with the local people.
Realise you are only a researcher from Wageningen. 
Marcel Pleijte [marcel.pleijte@wur.nl]
Personal reflections 
on ‘sharing’ knowledge
I give my personal reflections on the evaluation of the project ‘Re-
gional dialogue North Limburg’. Limburg is an area in the south of the
Netherlands. The project focussed on innovation and knowledge cre-
ation and used theory about innovation, knowledge creation, knowl-
edge management and learning. Together with other colleagues I have
written two products for the evaluation of this project: an article for
a scientific journal and a chapter in the project report. For the evalu-
ation I used theories about interests and power, theories about control
and management.
Personal learning 
I personally learned in this project to make explicit what kind of para-
digm I used and what kind of paradigms I distinguished. I acquired this
new knowledge by discussions with my colleagues about the possibility
to use other theories and methods for reflection than the ones used in
the project. My colleagues, who were involved with the architecture of
the project process, only wanted to evaluate the project from a theoreti-
cal and methodological point of view. This process architecture was the
underlying structure of the project. I introduced new criteria from new
theoretical and methodological approaches. The result was a mix of con-
flicting paradigms which caused conflicts between the researchers. A
striking example is the paradigm of control from the perspective of costs
and benefits and the paradigm of learning and innovation. The paradigm
of control wants clear goals before the start of a project and the paradigm
of learning and innovation creates goals during the project. So it matters
which kind of paradigm is used to evaluate the presence or absence of
goals. 
Our solution was to take apart the different paradigms to make an as-
sessment of the results of the project. I also learned to ask more about the
context of the project: what are the implicit goals that we wanted to reach
with the product?
My positive experience with knowledge creation was that we have
found a solution to include different approaches and that the total view
was enriched. My negative experiences with knowledge creation were: 1)
groupthink, 2) be captured in paradigms and discourses and 3) the small
importance of holding knowledge in a project organisation. I will explain
these three negative experiences here. 
Firstly knowledge creation can lead to groupthink, because you feel well
if you have reached some kind of consensus (it can also be consensus
about the dissensus). Groupthink is a pattern of thought characterized by
self-deception, forced manufacture of consent, and conformity to group
values and ethics (according to Merriam-Webster dictionary). In a situation
of groupthink the minds are not open for critical sounds outside the group.
Secondly knowledge creation is difficult when there are hidden para-
digms and discourses (concepts have been interpreted in a different way,
such as innovation and commitment), which have not been made explic-
it. Some scientists are captured in one paradigm. You have to have certain
abilities to think beyond your own paradigm. 
Even a reflection on four levels can be used in a narrow approach: only
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one paradigm. Organize your own critic in a broad manner: not in four
shields around your topic or project, like: personal, project team, institute
and science in a linear way (from the individual level, with the intermedi-
ate stages of the team and the institute, to the global level of science (also
practical science), but start with the shield of science in a philosophic
way. What are my presuppositions? Look for critical sounds in a broad
manner and not only within a narrow manner of one paradigm. 
Thirdly the holding of knowledge is of little importance for knowledge
creation in project situations. There are three reasons for this: implicit goals,
personally bound abilities and practical reasons. These are more important
for knowledge creation in project situations than the holding of knowledge.
I would like to describe this in more detail in the next paragraphs.
Implicit goals
Implicit goals are more important than the holding of knowledge. Of-
ten implicit goals first become apparent during the project. If a project
evaluation is used as an instrument for public relations this is not always
clear from the start. In this situation a project leader will avoid to select
too critical team players. As such the selection of researchers that work on
a project is linked to the implicit goals of the project. I find that these
implicit goals should be made explicit right from the start of the project.
Furthermore I believe that a project leader who aims to be professional,
should safeguard a neutral evaluation of the project, by selecting col-
leagues with a critical mind.
Personally bound abilities 
Practical skills and character qualities are more important than the
holding of knowledge. Do other scientists have defects of character or do
they lack some skills according to the leader of the project? What kind of
person do they want? Someone who contributes and supports their theo-
ries and methods of working? Or someone who looks for conflicts and dif-
ferences to learn from these conflicts and differences? Also here the
proposition is applicable: organise your own critique by meeting your
‘terrible enemies’.
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Practical reasons
The availability of time to work on the project is 
more important than the holding of knowledge. When the holders of
knowledge are overfull with projects, which is often in case, than project
leaders have to accept team players who did not bring a lot of knowledge
but have time to work on the project. 
I formulate these negative aspects of course to challenge my col-
leagues all the time, to keep them, but also myself, sharp. We have
enough “poldermodels” in the Netherlands. Otherwise complacency with-
in a team or institute or paradigm has the upper hand.
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Roel During, Marcel Pleijte, Nicoline van der Windt, Janneke Roos-Klein Lankhorst
Summary of discussion:
Reflection on personal level
How does individual knowledge creation and reflection take
place on personal level? We identified certain moments, in which
reflection takes place: For sure, it takes place in projects. Important is how
projects are adopted by people and how research teams are formed. Is the
selection done on the basis of expertise or on the basis of friendships?
Reflection also takes place in private time and about one’s own contribution to
a project. It doesn’t take place in a structured way. Sometimes, there is
reflection on the project level in the corridors of the institute. Very important on
an individual level is the fact that you accept a role in a project on the basis of
intuition. When you are able to have an overview of all your tasks in the project
in advance, then your tacit knowledge will not be extended. Due to the fact that
our work is never routine, the tacit knowledge base is extending in almost every
project. The process of making mistakes enhances learning. There is far to less
time to take other existing paradigms into account and go actively on search for
criticism from colleagues or peers. Social constructivism characterises our
projects. On the one hand, knowledge creation can hardly be separated from the
process of managing the commitments of the participants for a goal and mutual
trust. On the other hand, is it not suitable to manage a planning process
without the tacit knowledge of organising. In cases where exchange of tacit
knowledge leads to consensus as a goal, it is questionable if it is wise to
proceed. The differences in discourse and paradigms should be seen as worthy
and remain.
What are the positive aspects in how knowledge creation and
reflection take place on personal level now? We have at our institute
a lot of individual freedom to decide in which way and with whom we want to
share our tacit knowledge. This leads to a widening of the knowledge base in
the institute, with even the possibility of discourses. The fact that we do not
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have an active knowledge management at the institute is also positive,
because in this way our tacit knowledge is not often taken out of its context
and copied to inappropriate situations. Everyone can put his/her knowledge
into a computer if they wish to make it explicit. 
Positive is also that there is a lot of freedom to extend your tacit knowl-
edge basis before you are inclined to share it with colleagues. For some peo-
ple this gives more self-confidence. Very important is also that young col-
leagues can influence the main stream of thinking, because there is not a one
dominating discourse. 
What are the shortcomings in how knowledge creation
and reflection take place on personal level now?  New
colleagues have to search for their niche, which is difficult in a situation
where they deal with mostly tacit knowledge. They have to develop their
identity by the projects they do but have to do it in a proper interaction with
more experienced colleagues. This experience can be retrieved when it is
made explicit that one likes to do that. But there is not enough time to
make the growing basis of tacit knowledge explicit. Also, there is a risk of
closed communities within one discourse. Maybe our institute as a whole is
more ore less a closed community because of the lack of contributions to
scientific papers. 
It is possible for a person to proceed with his/her work in one way of think-
ing for years, without organising a good academic discussion about the under-
lying assumptions and hypotheses. In the end this may lead to intellectual
loneliness or isolation. Old images of person remain valid, due to a lack of pub-
lic discussion and a lack of exchange with other parts of our institute. Every
one should pay attention to the balance between altruism and egoism. The
sharing of knowledge can only be done on the basis of trust. On both sides trust
is needed and giving and receiving knowledge must be in a balance. 
What can we do to improve individual knowledge creation
and reflection on personal level? We do not plea for new structures.
In the present situation it is possible for everyone to collect enough expert
knowledge in the projects. Informal circuits are working quite well.
Investments should be made to improve the informal ways to share tacit
knowledge. But we would plea for a kind of inspiration management. It is
necessary to focus on the power structures within our institute and to make
explicit where power is co-existing with knowledge in an invisible way. We
have to separate management control and power from knowledge processing.
Especially in our R&D programmes a contribution to the strategic choices from
young colleagues should be seriously taken into account. And finally, we do
need more time to make publications. 
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level
Process management is crucial to move from
tacit to explicit knowledge in interdisciplinary
European projects | Marta Pérez-Soba
From tacit local knowledge of stakeholders to
explicit knowledge | Sabine van Rooij
Teach stakeholders to sustain their landscapes
| Eveliene Steingröver
Communication among researchers and
practitioners in the project 
‘GREENSCOM’ | Tamara Ekamper and Carmen Aalbers
The internal learning process of a project
group | Gerard Kolkman
On places, flows, and minds | Jos Jonkhof
Combining expert knowledge for an integrated
planning tool: Successes and limitations |
Janneke Roos-Klein Lankhorst
Learning about the functioning of a group |
Pauline de Koning 
Mobile nature reserve | Vincent Kuypers
Learning by doing and joint fact finding as
tools for innovation | Peter Smeets
The use of digital map drawing tools in
participatory spatial planning processes | 
Marco van Steekelenburg
Social learning within multidisciplinary project
teams | Remco Kranendonk
Summary | Jeroen Kruit, Gerard Kolkman, Marta Perez-Soba,
Sabine van Rooij, Leo van den Berg, Judith Klostermann, Tamara
Ekamper and Pauline de Koning
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Marta Pérez-Soba [marta.perezsoba@wur.nl]
Process management is crucial to
move from tacit to explicit knowledge
in interdisciplinary European projects
The new trend in European projects is to set up macro-projects with on
average more than thirty partner institutions. Therefore it is very im-
portant to gain experience from interdisciplinary projects, which were
performed at a smaller scale with a smaller amount of partners.
The last three years, I have worked on an interdisciplinary European
project with six partners from five different European countries: the UK,
Denmark, Germany, Greece and the Netherlands. The aim of the project
was to develop a decision support tool for the evaluation of the social, eco-
nomical and environmental impact of European policy measurements on
extensive farming livestock systems at a regional level. My role in the proj-
ect was to set up the methodology with which the different livestock types
and systems could be allocated at a national and a regional scale. I used
the geographical and statistical data sets, which were available at a Eu-
ropean level as well as expert knowledge. 
Reflection on the project 
The project was quite complex because of various reasons: the objec-
tive, the different disciplines to integrate (agriculture, economy, sociolo-
gy and environment), the different cultures of the partners (five countries
belonging to the North and South of Europe), the problems to obtain data
sets, and finally the lack of digital data at a regional level. Considering
all these ‘challenges’ the process management of the project should have
been addressed at the start of the project. The following aspects demon-
strate the consequences of a lack of process management and the im-
pact on the result of the project. 
A first consequence of a lack of process management was that the
project had a bad start up. This was not due to a lack of time (because the
start up lasted two days), but due to a lack of process management in an
earlier phase during which the project proposal was written. Only a small
part of the project group (consisting of one or two members of the pro-
posed consortium) wrote the proposal and send it to the rest of the part-
ners asking for comments. Few of the partners reacted with comments
because of lack of time and interest. As such the proposal was biased by
the ideas of the small group and most of the partners were not aware of
the content of neither the proposal nor their tasks. Consequently the
partners were not committed to the proposal. Another problem with the
start up was the lack of attention that was given to the selection of the par-
ticipants based on their personal capacities and/or available time required
to fulfil their tasks, rather than their scientific input. An example of this
aspect was that the coordinator of the project had to travel a lot for other
international projects and therefore hardly had any time to follow up the
work and coordinate the activities of the different partners.
A second consequence of a lack of process management was that the
structure used to breakdown the work was only defined at a very superfi-
cial level. As a result, throughout the project there was neither a clear di-
vision of activities and products, nor a clear link between the different
‘projects’ of the different partners.
A third consequence of a lack of process management was that the
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First, the start-up should be considered as an essential part of the proj-
ect. It needs to be well-organised using state of the art knowledge on in-
teractive processes. The start-up should be prepared during the writing
of the project proposal. All the partners should be actively involved with
the communication about the proposal. It is a prerequisite to commit all
the partners to the project proposal from the very beginning of the project.
Second, attention should be given to the different ‘social’ roles of partners
in addition to their ‘scientific’ roles. Third, in large-scale interdiscipli-
nary and intercultural projects it should be made obligatory to contract an
expert who can lead the process, taking into account the differences in
disciplines and cultures. Fourth, project meetings should be well pre-
pared, including structure and time for interactive discussions. By doing
so, time and money will be saved. And finally, enough time should be
spent on the selection of advisory groups and end-users. These people are
essential in order to get feed-back on the project.
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project team did not use the same language. The language of the econo-
mists dominated the communication with socialists and environmental-
ists. Later in the project, the software specialists claimed the central role.
This lack of common language progressively induced negative feelings
with some of the partners. They felt like not being listened to or even not
been taken seriously. However, due to the methodological and software
problems, the project team was very aware of the difficulties an end-user
might encounter while trying to understand the tool. Therefore a big effort
was made to keep the process transparent by making meta-data. This
meta-data eventually became the language with which the project team
communicated with outsiders.
A last consequence of a lack of process management was that there
was no time planned for an evaluation of the project. Evaluations are very
important for the continuation and improvement of the quality of the proj-
ect. The evaluation of the project only took place during an end-user
meeting, and consisted of a presentation of the tool in Brussels. The
project partners however were never asked to assess the project with the
result that they could not draw lessons from the positive and negative ex-
periences.
All these shortcomings of the process management resulted in a lot of
conflicts between partners and endless discussions, which consumed a
lot of time, energy and financial resources that could have been used to
the benefit of the project otherwise.
Conclusions
The main lesson from this interdisciplinary European project is that it
would have been essential to establish the commitment of the partners
from the very first moment. Therefore, at least the start-up should have
been organised by a professional process management group. 
Recommendations
Based on the experiences that were discussed in this text, the following
recommendations can be given with respect to a successful completion of the
project and to the benefit of both the contractor and the project members.
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Sabine van Rooij [sabine.vanrooij@wur.nl]
From tacit local knowledge of
stakeholders to explicit knowledge
Last year, I have participated in a number of projects or case studies on
landscape design, in which nature development was one of the main
objectives. The aim of these case studies was to design a method in
which both scientific ecological knowledge and implicit knowledge of
stakeholders or other functions in a landscape design could be ap-
plied. The first characteristic of the method was interactivity; In order
to find synergy, the method promoted discussion between persons who
had knowledge of different features in a landscape. The second char-
acteristic of the method was that it allowed making the process re-
producible and transparent.
With a project group of three persons, we shaped this design method
and tested the process by working in three case studies: in Cheshire (UK),
Persiceto (I) and Gelderse vallei (Nl).
To my opinion, common learning took place in the project in four ways.
Firstly, the project group searched for (and found) a “common concept”
or “common language”. This is a common point of departure on which
everyone agrees. The latter provides a framework for focussed discussions.
No energy is lost on the confusion of tongues or disagreeing on the points
of departure during the process. For our method, we applied ecological
networks as a “common concept”.
A second way to facilitate common learning was by giving room to all
kinds of possible inputs of stakeholders, but in a structured way. Different
kinds of input were demanded in different steps of the method, where the
input can be used adequately.  It appeared that the phased approach en-
abled focussed discussions on the required input on the right time. Oth-
er kinds of input could be parked, to bring it into the process at another
moment.
A third way to make common learning possible was by working in
joined workshops, in which both people of our insitute and stakeholders
participated. Researchers from Alterra ensured the scientific input and va-
lidity, while the stakeholders ensured the input in the field of local knowl-
edge of the study area. The input of the stakeholders also provided us with
information about the acknowledgement of some ideas that existed among
policymakers and other stakeholders.
Finally, common learning was facilitated by presenting and discussing
the (scientific) concept and ideas with (potential) clients. Herewith, we
could check the need for the method and sharpen the direction in which
we should develop it further.
There are a number of benefits of and obstacles for the process that
we went through. A first obstacle was that before a project group really can
start, a lot of discussions are required in order to get the same mind map
and to adopt the same common concept and points of departures. This
phase proportionally consumed a lot of (project)time! A second obstacle
for our approach was that the preparation for the workshops also required
a great deal of time. 
However, the use of our approach also provided important benefits. To
start with, participants of the workshop appreciated the feeling that they
could give all input they wanted to. Furthermore the method used in the
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Eveliene Steingröver [eveliene.steingrover@wur.nl]
Teach stakeholders to sustain
their landscapes
Three projects in which I have participated recently had the objective
to design a sustainable, multifunctional landscape. Because ecological
networks are suitable to design sustainable landscapes, the aim in the
three case studies was to test and improve the concept of ecological
networks. Ecological networks are suitable to design sustainable land-
scapes for various reasons: they operate on different scale levels, they
are suitable for multifunctional landscapes, they are easy to use by
stakeholders to generate alternative spatial options, stakeholders can
use them to communicate which each other about different options
and find it easy to implement their regional knowledge, and they fa-
cilitate the decision making process by stakeholders. I drew a number
of lessons from the three projects, which I will discuss in the follow-
ing paragraphs. 
workshops was very time efficient; a lot of tacit knowledge was made explic-
it in very little time. This knowledge was discussed and analysed. In addition,
all input provided by the stakeholders was incorporated in the process in a
structured way. And if some of the provided knowledge was not used in the
final design, the knowledge itself as well as the reasons why it was not used
in the process, were made explicit.
Another benefit of the method was the use of the positive energy that
arose between the workshop members; stakeholders could understand and
accept the input of other stakeholders or researchers, but also inspired each
other to make suggestions that went beyond what they ever would have ex-
pressed in another setting. And finally participants learned about the com-
mon concept and its advantages in communication. They indicated that they
would like to apply this method of approach in different situations.
Knowledge was shared among participants in various ways. A first ap-
proach was to organise workshops in which one could discuss with each
other on specific topics, in a structured way. A second means was by put-
ting down the process on paper and checking this report with the partici-
pants. And a last way was by involving participants in all steps of the process,
both the active phases and the passive phases in which the stakeholders
were allowed to check the work that researchers did.
To conclude, I would like to give two recommendations. First, it is very im-
portant that a lot of time is reserved for the first phase of a project. In this
phase, participants of the projects and/or stakeholders should get the same
mind map and adopt the same problem description, common concept and
points of departures. Being aware of what you as a researcher want to know
from stakeholders can make this first phase more efficient.
And second, in specific steps in the process, room should be given for the
specific input of tacit knowledge; all kind of input should fit in the proposed
structure. As such the structure allows you to keep the discussion focussed,
to give attention to the input of knowledge and to make the tacit knowledge
explicit.
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an unexpected problem. The invention of the solution often requires what
I call ‘a leap of knowledge’. I learned that it is important to reflect upon
this ‘leap of knowledge’ in order to evaluate whether the knowledge can
be generalised, whether it is always true, etc. A scientist has to transform
the knowledge into scientific questions, for example by writing a scientif-
ic article. In this way the scientist expands the circle of knowledge by
importing tacit (regional) knowledge. The result is that not only new sci-
entific questions are raised, but the scientist can also use new knowl-
edge in the next project.
My conclusion is that it is important to aspire to gradually increase the
role of stakeholders, and simultaneously decrease the role of scientists;
The more stakeholders understand the conventions that are prerequisites
for the implementation of a certain project – such as the design of eco-
logical networks – the more they will start to be able to play with these
rules. Ultimately the stakeholders will incorporate the conventions, as if
it were their proper knowledge, and they will be able to strategically ap-
ply the conventions for the benefit of the project themselves. As such the
role of the scientists will be reduced to providing the stakeholders with
scientific data. Although this strategy is not suitable for all types of stake-
holders, it might be regarded as a generic approach for the design of
multifunctional landscapes.
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To start with, I learned that extracting tacit knowledge from the heads
of stakeholders and experts is easy if you start from a structured set of
conventions concerning the implementation of ecological networks. Such
a set of conventions I will call a ‘concept’. Working with a concept has a
number of advantages. 
First of all, the use of a concept facilitates the implementation and the
use of the knowledge of stakeholders. And by doing so, the use of the con-
cept speeds up the decision making process. On the one hand the con-
cept allows scientists to direct specific questions to stakeholders con-
cerning these conventions. And on the other hand the concept helps to
demystify the work and mind of scientists, with the result that stakehold-
ers may provide knowledge that they find appropriate or relevant at their
own initiative. Another way of making regional knowledge of stakeholders
explicit is by letting them draw maps of actual spatial structures and en-
vironmental quality and make their own diagnosis.
A second advantage of the use of a concept is that it helps to develop
a common language among stakeholders and scientists. Per se the con-
cept indirectly helps to focus discussions and simplify the decision mak-
ing process. An example is the focus on specific spatial structures. 
Furthermore the use of a concept in which regional knowledge can be
included and which is transparent, simple and easy to use, may increase
the general acceptance for this concept. Stakeholders will use such a con-
cept with greater joy and regard it as their own.
Finally the concept allows for introducing and safeguarding the use of
the right conditions during the design of three alternative options for
ecological networks. My experience was that during the first design phase
the set of conditions looked like restrictions to the stakeholders. By the
second design phase, the stakeholders started to play with the condi-
tions and by the last design phase the stakeholders were actually guard-
ing the conditions themselves. As such the use of the concept allowed
stakeholders to learn about and play with the design of ecological net-
works.
In addition to the use of a concept, I learned that by participating in a
case study scientists are sometimes forced to come up with a solution for
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Tamara Ekamper [tamara.ekamper@wur.nl]
Carmen Aalbers [carmen.aalbers@wur.nl]
Communication among
researchers and practitioners
in the project ‘Communicating
Urban Growth and Green’
(‘GREENSCOM’)
The project focuses on the underlying ways of communication and par-
ticipation in decision-making processes for balancing urban growth
and green open space (see http://www.greenscom.com). In GREEN-
SCOM, five European research institutes and seven cities from five
countries, joined forces and evaluated experiences on integrated ur-
ban planning and management. Based on their experiences and a the-
oretical framework, they were able to create a ‘toolkit’ with planning
concepts and policy and communication instruments. This toolkit for
urban planners can be used for processes on action, interaction and
transition in ‘urban green and growth’ projects. In the GREENSCOM
project researchers and practitioners (urban planners, green planners,
green managers) worked together on ‘communicating urban growth
and green’. Our experiences on knowledge creation at the project level
are described below.
Different backgrounds among researchers and between
researchers and practitioners
The participating researchers in the GREENSCOM project came from
two universities and three applied research institutes. The plenary proj-
ect discussions showed a difference in their scientific approach. The
Finnish and Swedish university teams were more scientific oriented,
thinking in concepts and theoretical frameworks. The Danish, French
and Dutch teams focused more on practical applicability of concepts and
approaches. This, together with the differences in culture and between
national planning practices, sometimes led to difficulties in the commu-
nication between the different research teams.
Besides the differences in the researchers’ backgrounds, there were
also big differences between the backgrounds and scope of the re-
searchers and those of the practitioners. 
Common starting point and common language
By involving the practitioners in the project right from the beginning,
we at least had a common starting point. The research themes and case
studies were chosen and defined together with the international group of
city practitioners during initial conferences. The conference programs
were also developed in consultation with the practitioners, and the prac-
titioners afterwards evaluated the conferences. These conferences were
an important part of the project. During mixed plenary sessions city prac-
titioners and researchers could together reflect on the steps, which were
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Facilitating the conferences
During the second year a conference facilitator was asked to guide
the discussions during the conferences. Until then the project coordina-
tor, in turn with other researchers, did this. It was of great help to bring
in someone who was committed to good discussions during the sessions
but who did not have a scientific or professional interest in the content of
the discussion. Both his neutrality and his qualities as a facilitator con-
tributed to successful sessions.
Usefulness of the project results
The main output of the project is a toolkit for urban planners: a toolk-
it with concepts and practical examples of cases concerning the plan-
ning and management processes of green open space and urban growth.
This toolkit is presented in the form of a website. The involvement of cities
right from the beginning of the project significantly contributed to the
practical relevance of the toolkit. The practitioners participated in the
set up of the toolkit (what should it entail, how should it be structured,
etc.) during the plenary sessions. The toolkit was subsequently tested and
commented by the practitioners of each country. They visited the toolkit
website, sometimes together with the researchers, to test its accessibili-
ty, relevance and applicability. Their reactions were used by the toolkit
producer to improve the toolkit. 
Learning by doing
The Swedish university team that participated in the GREENSCOM
project formulated criteria for the assessment of communicative ap-
proaches and tools. These criteria seem also applicable to the assessment
of the almost four years of GRENNSCOM international research project
experience: We managed to identify, analyse and communicate substantive
issues together with practitioners. We exchanged knowledge and argu-
ments (mutual learning) between the teams and  developed a common
ground for shared action, i.e. a common research framework comprised in
a research manual used - although not fully - by the research parties; a joint
set-up for the evaluation of all cases and for the toolkit for urban planners.
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taken and discuss and define the subsequent steps. 
Initially these plenary sessions were rather theoretical and therefore
not very interesting for the practitioners. They more or less had the feel-
ing they were joining a researcher meeting, while it was meant to be an in-
tegrative session. There was not yet a common-language. 
Therefore, during the second year we decided to also have discus-
sions in separate researcher and practitioner teams, all chaired by a re-
searcher. Researchers and practitioners together defined the subjects and
objectives of these separate sessions. The practitioners appreciated this
new set-up because they could together strengthen their views and bring
them into the plenary sessions.
Also the use of practical examples (case studies in the city, research
findings discussed with city practitioners and citizens, plenary discussions
during the conferences) supported the discussions among researchers
and practitioners and the understanding of each others viewpoints. 
In some of the case studies, but also during the plenary sessions,
joint excursions were organised, during which researchers and practition-
ers commented on and discussed together the practical problems demon-
strated in the field. Like the case studies, these site visits were helpful in
bridging the gaps between university researchers and applied researchers.
In the case study ‘growing and thinning’, the joint field visits were ex-
plicitly mentioned as ‘an important tool for communication’. The informal
walks create good conditions for unconstrained exchange of experience
and views” (Tjallingii, 2002).
Maintaining communication in the project
A difficulty, particularly in European projects, is to keep the momen-
tum within the project team. After a plenary conference, the attention gets
drawn away towards other projects again. 
In the GREENSCOM project we tried to solve this, by keeping everyone
informed in between the conferences by e-mail, with a common newslet-
ter, and an intranet website. It was important to preserve a balance be-
tween keeping up the momentum and avoiding an overdose of e-mails and
digital copies. 
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Gerard Kolkman [gerard.kolkman@wur.nl]
The internal learning process
of a project group
Somewhere in the province of Friesland a number of researchers is
working in a complex project. The task is to find out if nature preser-
vation carried out and invented by farmers is as effective as the top
down strategy of the common policy. The research group is rather di-
verse. Ecologists, bird-watchers, policy-annalists, communication spe-
cialists, and project manager have to work together. Is it possible to
be effective? I would like to briefly describe four experiences: team
communication, project start-up, the weekly meeting and the project
diary. These experiences may provide some inspiration.  
Persistent communication
Every participant has his/her own discipline. But the question is
whether every other participant understands what the other one means.
You have to share your knowledge and findings with the other team mem-
bers. One of the advantages of such a group is that you can try-out the
During the project we have together changed our way of working (im-
proved our practice) to the satisfaction of both researchers and practi-
tioners. Almost all teams have stayed involved and kept motivated, except
for two smaller city teams.  There is trust and ability between the part-
ners that are already starting up together new initiatives for future shared
research actions. 
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presentation of the results for a small audience before you go to the real
life scene or your contractor. The confrontation of knowledge from the
humanities, and natural sciences in a social scientific context is some-
times hard. In other words to make a link between human, natural en so-
cial sciences is persistent work. If you cannot even convince your col-
leagues and they do not understand, what will the intended users say
about your results?
Project start-up 
Starting with a project start-up to get a common interpretation and
feeling is the minimum you have tot do. And what helps is to organise a
moment of inspiration. One of those moments in our project was to visit
the nicest places of the project area. Each member of the project team
talked about his/her commitment with the place. That tells something
about the beauty of the place but even more about the spirit of the re-
searcher. It helps to build a strong group and is empowering each group
member.
Weekly meeting    
The way to organise the ongoing working process is to ask from time
to time at the end of the short weekly meeting “what did we learn so far
and what does this mean for the work ahead of us”. In the first place it
helps all researchers to do the right things at the right moment. And sec-
ond, researchers can give each other assistance. You can call this the so-
cial learning process of the group. And when a milestone has been
reached successfully you should celebrate it in one way or the other. 
Diary as collective memory 
But do you write down all the experiences? Not all, but most of them
are written down in the diary of the project. One of the members makes a
diary as a collective memory of the group. These informal bits of informa-
tion contain all the ups and downs, including the occasional “cri de
coeur”. Of course there are the official project documents. But the diary
gives you as an individual the possibility to reread what has happened and
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how the research process is developing. Diaries are not open and only ac-
cessible for the members of the project team. That’s a pity, but its helps
as an internal learning instrument in carrying out a long-term project. 
Conclusions
My conclusions from this are that a project is successful when in the
end all members say it is a pity to stop. Furthermore, project work is peo-
ple work. You have to work with the superb qualities of each member but
also deal with their peculiarities. A good internal communication of the
project is one of the keys for success. And finally, celebrating your finest
hours (the moments of success) together stimulates the working process.
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Jos Jonkhof [jos.jonkhof@wur.nl]
On places, flows, and minds
as a contrasting structure opposite to the ‘empty’ rural open spaces, where
as the housing policy (VROM/Department for Housing) aims at the real-
ization of a maximal variety of housing environments, which is an explic-
it market feature. 
Being aware of the institutional character of the problem, our insti-
tute did propose a communicative strategy, aiming at creating a ‘safe
haven’ for debate, not in the first place to solve the general problem of
housing in non-urban areas, but in order to create a place where person-
al, institutional, political, and professional themes, features, arguments,
impressions – all together – would be exchanged and communicated. So,
a Network Green Living was created, listing various participators from lo-
cal, regional and national levels. The network was continuously the main
actor in the knowledge development process. The – ‘secret’ – aim was to
give the participants the feeling that this place could develop and evolve
as the studio/workshop/laboratory for the ultimate innovation in the poli-
cies for housing and urban landscape.
The project was quite stable. It did run in the period 1999-2003 and
was finally stopped by the ministry for housing (Department Habitation)
as a result of important policy-changes. The focus in this department
had moved from quality towards quantity: facilitating housing market di-
versity towards realisation of quantitative aims like 65,000 houses/year.
This type of target did not match with reflection on qualitative debates
on the contribution of Green Living to the equilibrium in the balance be-
tween urban and rural areas.
So far the project, what about the relationships? It appeared that run-
ning a project and communicating results are two different aspects of
the project. Traditional methods of research focus on the specific arrange-
ments and management within the very project. In this paper I focus on
the communicative aspects of research and knowledge development. 
Where a project does aim on solving a problem, we do not have spe-
cific gaps in knowledge on matters as how to define the problem, how to
specify a research method, how to develop a solution concept, how to im-
plement and test it, and, finally, how to draw conclusions and specify
further recommendations on research. Where we do have needs for is to
67This paper deals with the complex relationships within a network of
participants in a project, between managing the flow of knowledge,
answering specific questions of members, generating common knowl-
edge, generating continuity and – in the end – creating a common
feeling that something new has been developed.
First a short impression of the project: Green Living (Groen wonen) is
a project issued out of the difficult relationship between the Ministry for
Housing, Spatial planning and Environment (VROM) and the Ministry for
Agriculture (LNV) on the matter of creating housing facilities in rural (=
non-urban) areas. It was difficult in more levels. The ministry of Agricul-
ture is prioritizing the idea of strengthening the role of housing in the
perspective of immanent transformations in the rural areas. VROM is
emitting two contradictory messages: the spatial policy aims at concen-
tration of housing within cities (VROM/Department for Spatial Planning)
The very responsibility of our institute in this moment was subse-
quently brought into discussion. Taking over, and switch on, or following
the ‘market’ and looking for new partners. The last solution was chosen,
a very logic one when considering the lack of flexibility of the institute to
develop own markets, where old ones would fail. In other words: follow-
ing the market outside, instead of creating new markets for the creative
capital developed inside.
Conclusions
The short review above may be far to brief for extensive conclusions. I
try some anyhow. The first conclusion is that my institute should keep a
high standard on communicating its creative capital even when this atti-
tude would lead to a confronting style. Second, where such a principle
would lead to lack of material support – and this will happen indeed – a
sufficient buffering of resources can provide the necessary conditions for
independence and standards. Buffering should be understood here in
terms of human capital, material supplies, and flexible organisation. Sum-
marizing: creating an ecology for creativity in the organisation
Recommendations
Our institute should be clear on its final mission. Survive as an insti-
tution by taking survival type of measures (the actual cutting in expens-
es, personnel and amenities), or adopting an evolving view on organisa-
tion, an adaptive attitude on society: a more cybernetic view on reacting
on problems. This could lead towards the creation of a place for flex-
teams intervening on societal issues where they are manifest, acting
where there is an emerging problem, co-operating where a societal actor
is in urgent need for assistance. Its home base is a laboratory for a flow
of ideas, where creative people move in and out.
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be defined in terms of internal support where specific risks have been tak-
en. Risks are for example: developing a specific innovative research
method, as described in the case above in putting the prime time in the
project on the role of the Network Green Living. This choice did imply con-
tinuous justification towards the principals (the ministries for housing and
agriculture, paying for the research programme), thus implying a consid-
erable claim on research time. Another risk is the energy that had to be
dispensed in the maintenance of the network (letters, mails, sending re-
ports, sending invitations, keeping mutations etc.). This energy proved to
be very effective in the end, but it was difficult to calculate in the finan-
cial justifications. A third type of risk – the most important one – lies in
the communication issue. Communicating the process of producing de-
bate, ideas and creativity in a network is a complex matter, needing a spe-
cific type of aptitudes, affinities or scientific references. A fourth (last)
risk is the flexibility in the research project on method, conceptual design,
reporting, redefining the themes during the research process. This flexi-
bility is a demanding condition for the research team: it requires a con-
tinuous reframing of the project, as for time, expectation of results, agen-
da’s and general working process. 
As it appears in a quick evaluation of the project, it seems that both
the communication issue and the flexibility issue turned out to be the bot-
tleneck in the project Green Living. Our institute put a large effort in com-
municating as much innovative ideas and issues that emerged out of the
network, whereas the ministries (mainly the ministry for housing) switched
there communication focus on ‘hardware’ knowledge, in the hot perspec-
tive of an immanent political justification of the research programme. This
event should not have to be a very serious problem for a flexible re-
searcher. The flexibility issue, however, appeared to be a serious handicap
in the working process. The management of the project (the regime of
yearly assignment of time and research personnel, for example) implied
a fractional structure of the research, causing continuous dislocation in
the continuity of the project. This could eventually lead to a jump in the
occasion of such a moment by the ministry for housing, succeeding to
switch off the light.
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Janneke Roos-Klein Lankhorst [janneke.roos@wur.nl]
Combining expert knowledge
for an integrated planning
tool: Successes and limitations
In the following section I will describe how I tried to create new knowl-
edge by combining the tacit knowledge of my colleagues from the differ-
ent disciplines into one integrated knowledge base.
The search for an integrating framework
From my previous experience of building tools, I knew I first had to
find a framework to structure the knowledge rules and their inter linkages.
As a landscape architect I had learned about spatial planning, and since
the tool was meant to evaluate spatial plans, I created a framework that
would support the spatial planning process in four steps: 
First the tool should offer information on the site condition in the
form of maps (soil and water conditions, environmental aspect, current
land use and vegetation, etc.). Then knowledge rules should extract the
suitability of the site for different land use types, using the site condition
information. The planner can use this information to create a spatial plan
that makes use of the characteristics of the site, in the form of a map with
desired land use changes. Then knowledge rules and simple models are
used to confront the spatial plan with the site conditions to check whether
the plan is technically feasible (e.g. if a new wetland is planned, will the
soil and water conditions allow for the required high water table?). For this
confrontation the same knowledge can be used as for the extraction of the
suitability. The last step is to translate the spatial plan in terms of the
(positive and negative) impacts on the quality of the site. I planned to
use a whole range of knowledge rules to show the expected impacts on the
environment (different forms of pollution), the ecology (flora and fauna),
the landscape (occupation history, geomorphology, scale) and the econo-
my (labour and added value).
For the knowledge rules I had to create an integrated set of typologies
(soil types, water tables, land use types, vegetation/habitat types, eco-
nomic entities, etc) that can be used to define if then else rules, e.g. if the
soil is of type a and the water table of type b, then the conditions are
suitable for land use a and b and for vegetation types a, b and c. The most
important typology was the land use typology. For each land use type I had
to find out what their expected impacts would be on the different site con-
71Since 1989 my research work focuses on the development of comput-
er tools to be used in interdisciplinary spatial planning projects. Most
scientists working in this field try to build complicated models to sim-
ulate complex processes in the real world. My speciality is to extract
tacit knowledge of scientists from different disciplines and translate
this knowledge into simple knowledge rules, including the relations be-
tween the different disciplines. 
The biggest challenge in my carrier was to develop an integrated deci-
sion support system to evaluate regional spatial plans on their expected
impacts on water management, land use, environment, landscape, ecol-
ogy and economy (project name: Warumec). 
The purpose of the tool is to enable consistent comparison of the fea-
sibility and expected impacts of alternative spatial plans as input for dis-
cussion, and in order to create a better plan.
and different ways of modelling. No experts were prepared to reduce their
specific knowledge in the form of simple rules. The knowledge should be
calculated in complex models, it was according to the experts impossible
to simplify. Also the integration of the different environmental aspects was
impossible: for Nitrogen and Phosphate in the soil, surface and ground
water, all these aspects had to be calculated in different ways. It was just
too complicated. I think an important reason for the failure was also the
fact that I myself did not know enough about the environmental science
to make adequate choices. As a consequence, the system has only been
used for the evaluation of plans on their impacts on landscape and recre-
ation. Although it could have been used for ecology and economy, sepa-
rate models were available that were used. Nobody asked for integrated
evaluation, although that was the purpose of building the system in the
first place!
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ditions (soil, water, air) and the qualitative aspects (ecology, environment,
economy and landscape). 
Gathering the tacit knowledge of experts
I started to define a land use typology (including nature management
types), with a preliminary description of their characteristics and expect-
ed impacts on the environment, ecology, landscape and economy. Then I
discussed this typology and characteristics with experts of the different
disciplines (each discipline separately). The output of these discussions
was a whole new land use typology, which I sent to all the participating ex-
perts by email for remarks. It took me about three weeks to develop this
typology. I used this method because on previous occasions I found out
that it is practically impossible to develop a typology from scratch with a
large group of experts from different disciplines. I avoided an endless
discussion by delivering an example typology and invited each discipline
to improve it. And it worked. 
The next step was to get more insight in the site condition require-
ments of each land use type, for the creation of the suitability and feasi-
bility knowledge rules. I asked each expert to tell me what kind of infor-
mation was necessary to define the suitability of the site, from the point
of agriculture, from recreation and from nature management. Together
we developed a soil and water table typology that would be suitable for
all three land use groups. This was a major step forward: these typologies
proved to become the linkage between the different disciplines: it gave us
e.g. insight in what areas what types of nature management can be com-
bined with what types of agriculture and recreation, and what areas and
what land uses types are incompatible. It also gave us insight in how site
conditions had to be adapted to make them suitable for a certain land use
type, and for what land use types the site would become less suitable. 
In this way I succeeded to incorporate knowledge on soil, hydrology,
agriculture, recreation, ecology, economy and landscape into the system.
But I did not succeed in incorporating the knowledge on environment.
This proved too difficult for me. I had a lot of meetings with colleagues
on environment, but there were too many different expertises involved,
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Pauline de Koning [pauline.dekoning@wur.nl]
Learning about the functioning
of a group
In the workshop ‘From Tacit to Explicit Knowledge’ the participants
were asked to write about their findings and about what they learned
from sharing knowledge. A division was made in four levels or scopes,
first the individual level, second the project or group level, third the
level of the institute and fourth the broader level of science.
I have chosen to write about what I have learned from working in a
group and the communication among the participants. First I write about
group members and their individual contribution to a project. Then about
an example from a project where the information is available, but because
of different interpretations, this information cannot be brought together.
The will to share information and knowledge, brings me to certain social
conditions that have to be met in order to prevent inefficient work and a
lot of frustration.
Individuals and the whole of the group
Individuals’ goals do not have to be congruent with the groups’ goals,
although there must be commitment by the individuals to do their part in
the group. People function well if they can spend their time on interest-
ing projects. A project is interesting if it matches with somebody’s own,
individual goals. So everybody has a different starting point or motivation.
Everybody has limited time, so choices have to be made. What has most
priority will be done.
When project participants do not fulfil what they promise to do, this
causes of a lot of delay. There can be good reasons for not completing a
task, but mainly this is because this specific task did not have high pri-
ority. Frustrations appear, when the expectations one had are not met by
the results.
In a group, every person has her/his own interests but the group as
such can only function well when the common goal is clear for every-
body.
Obstacles
An obstacle in an international project is acquiring the planning maps,
and the geographical data. I work with a project area, which covers a part
of the Netherlands and a part of Germany. Because in Germany another
geographical projection is used, the geographical information does not fit
in our basemap. This is also a kind of tacit knowledge, because it is so
common to use a certain kind of projection that this is not necessary to
mention. Only when other projections, with other points of reference, need
to be used, it becomes relevant to tell explicitly what the basis for the in-
formation is. In the referred project, I need to know what the basis for
the map projection is.
Trust
Some people have difficulties to share their knowledge. It is, however
natural, not to give away everything you have, to the first person who
comes along. After investing a lot of time in solving a problem, nobody
wants to give away all the answers for free. Trust is necessary in order to
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Vincent Kuypers [vincent.kuypers@wur.nl]
Mobile nature reserve
The Mobile Nature Reserve is the name of a project, which was initiat-
ed by Alterra and Mattonoffice. In fact the reserve is a common old
Rotterdam city bus, of which the interior is turned into a jungle. The
project was set up within the framework of the architecture biennale
in Rotterdam 2003. The theme of the biennale was the role of mobili-
ty in architecture and urbanism. The aim of the project was to put the
issue of green space and nature in and around cities on the agenda of
architects and urban developers. 
The jungle bus was used during the summer as a shuttle between the
two riverside locations in Rotterdam, where the biennale took place. Every
Thursday afternoon excursions where organised to various parts of Rot-
terdam, with two debaters on board who discussed the relations between
green and red development on location. The jungle bus, apparently, loos-
ened the minds and inspired both debaters and passengers. The people
be able to share knowledge. Another requirement is the will to solve a
problem together. People first want to work together, when they see that
there is a benefit and no threat for their position or own work. I see this
happening in a project, where one of the participants does not want to
share information. This blocks the whole project process, so there must
be something threatening for her to participate. The project is not yet part
of her goals.
When people work together, everybody has its own role in the group,
e.g. the leader, organiser, or moderator. A rigid hierarchical structure does
no work very good; a group needs a kind of leader, who acts like a coach.
It is important that the coach is a person with an overview, somebody
who can create an open discussion and who stimulates the mutual trust
and confidence in the outcomes of the project. The coach can try to bring
the expertise of the participants and the social or communicative abili-
ties together.
For a good cooperation it is necessary to acknowledge the differences
in people. There might be differences in the disciplinary background, but
also differences in perceptions. When the differences can be perceived as
new chances, then there are a lot of opportunities for a good result, and
widely applicable solutions. This asks a way of working where every par-
ticipant can contribute its own expertise, and where he/she is capable of
and adds the abilities to the group. Socials skills to communicate and
function as a group have to be developed. It is often said, that a good
‘chemistry’ between people is the most important, the expertise seems to
be less important.
I find it easier to work with people, when I understand what motivates
them. I find it very interesting to learn about and work with the charac-
teristics of people in a group. So understanding other people’s reactions
is important for me in communication. 
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more questions than it could answer. Articles about the jungle bus turned
up in the press and in other publications such as video films. The bus con-
tinued to appear in public spaces and is hoped that the jungle bus will
also be stationed on the premises of Alterra for some time. And at the
yearly Habiforum congress the general conclusions of the project were
presented in public in the session on ‘new urban villages’. On this con-
gress also a final debate took place in which four of the original debaters
participated. The essential notions from the debate were published on the
Internet. And during the biennale a professional journalist reported on the
debates that took place in the jungle bus. Every evening of the biennale
his summaries, as well as the analyses of the places that were visited
during the excursions, were published on the website www.groen-
emetropolen.nl. These articles will be published in a photo book, as soon
as Alterra finds the sponsors to do so. In the mean time a lot of the es-
says that were written on the issue as an impulse for the project were pub-
lished in a book (Woestenburg, 2003).  
Conclusions
The Mobile Nature Reserve started out as a gimmick but became an
event and mobilized the energy from a wide range of specialists. The spin
off in the press – local radio and nationwide journals was above expecta-
tions. Even the Queen visited the bus! Therefore the project can be con-
sidered a success in bringing (lay) people and (knowledge of) scientists
together, while creating new knowledge, networks, projects and ideas. Of
course a lot of money was invested in the project, but a lot of co-financ-
ing and new markets was obtained as well. And last but not least the main
objective was achieved above expectation, namely to put ‘green’ on the ur-
ban agenda and vice versa to put urban affairs on the agenda of the min-
istry of agriculture, nature and food.
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did not only state their personal view on the issues, but also came forward
with suggestions for solutions and new initiatives. Among the passengers
were ordinary citizens, civil planners, engineers and members of the city
counsel of Rotterdam. The debaters came from various parts of the coun-
try, some with a past in Rotterdam, some with little knowledge about the
city. The debaters were scientists in the fields of art, history and philoso-
phy to architecture, urbanism and ecology, but also process managers,
building contractors and housing corporations.  
My role in the project was to arrange the debates, to inspire the de-
baters to take part, to suggest topics to the debaters, to select places to
visit and in the end to guide the excursions. At that time I was still work-
ing as a senior consultant on urban ecology in the environmental depart-
ment of the city of Rotterdam.
Reflecting on the significance of the project for our institute, first of
all it should be mentioned that virtually an entire team of the institute
(team urban-rural) participated in the project from start to finish. This
meant that most of the practical knowledge that was generated during the
debates was almost directly fed back into the team. The team itself cre-
ated various opportunities to distribute the knowledge and the experi-
ence to other teams within the institute. The new contacts that were de-
veloped between the urban rural team and professors from Wageningen
University generated new projects and new forms of cooperation in exist-
ing projects. 
A second, to my opinion more important, impact of the project was its
impact on the ministry of agriculture, nature and food. This ministry con-
sists the main source of work for Alterra and is traditionally not interested
in urban affairs. But the Mobile Nature Reserve did trigger the interest of
the ministry. Unfortunately the institute did not seem to share this interest
in the fundamental questions that were posed by the ‘market’. And although
Alterra does not claim to be a knowledge centre for urban green affairs, I
do believe there is a lot of knowledge about the urban environment available
in the institute that should be put into use.
When the biennale was over, the Mobile Nature Reserve continued to
live on, both in publications as physically. Apparently the project raised
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Peter Smeets [peter.smeets@wur.nl]
Learning by doing and joint
fact finding as tools for
innovation
My reflections are related to the KAP program as a whole and to its
several projects. Together with two other colleagues, I was the initia-
tor of the program and several projects. Additionally, I contributed
through the whole program duration as a source for inspiration to the
projects and to the program management. 
In terms of knowledge generation, the program did a good job. Espe-
cially, the “Regional Dialogue” project was very inspiring and led to many
follow up projects and a still active network of stakeholders in the region
where the project took place. Furthermore, it initiated the “Mobile Office”
project (that offers mobile technical and communicative services for plan-
ners, researchers and stakeholders at a regional spot) and acted within our
institute as the catalyst for the setting up of the Wageningen Process Con-
sultancy (that offers expertise in process management). 
Due to the complex program and project structures, project manage-
ment was not an easy task and we had severe problems with it. In partic-
ular, working with external co-funding was a challenging experience. Per-
sonally, I made great progress in facilitating the regional planning process. 
“Learning by doing” and “joint fact finding” are the two key concepts
that characterise my experiences with the KAP program. “Joint fact find-
ing” is crucial in such regional planning projects otherwise it is impossi-
ble to come ahead. Only if you agree on the basic facts and figures but
also on the points of disagreement, you can proceed. It has also to do with
the process of mutual exchange of knowledge. This has to be a process
of common learning, but it is difficult to realize this in regular project
meetings. We often used SWOT analysis as a helpful tool for joint fact
finding. Additionally, we established “ateliers” instead of conventional
project meetings. The “ateliers” were creative environments that allowed
for an open and innovative working atmosphere among planners, re-
searchers, and stakeholders. We spent a lot of time in the “ateliers”, which
was a “learning by doing” experiment, to discuss problems amongst planners,
researchers and most of all among the regional and local stakeholders. The
conceptual approach for this practice-oriented way of working came from the
book of Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995), which we considered as the main source
of inspiration for the entire program. 
It was our aim to organise inspiration and innovation. It is possible to
organise that. You can construct a situation where innovations are the re-
sult. Innovations can indeed be guaranteed in such a setting. The ap-
proach that you need to apply builds on five steps: (1) create a safe and
trustful environment, (2) reformulate the given problem with all stake-
holders involved, (3) conduct a joint fact finding, (4) stimulate creative
thinking, and finally (5) elaborate on the best of the new ideas. Innova-
tions come mostly out of tacit knowledge from participants, only a few
were explicit in advance. However, an innovation is not an invention. An
invention is a new idea, whereas an innovation is a new application of an
idea. The idea comes from science or from tacit knowledge. Therefore, I
consider an innovation as the application of new knowledge originating
from science or tacit knowledge or the combination of both. We created
two types of knowledge in the projects of the KAP program: regional-spe-
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cific knowledge and process knowledge. The first is directly made explic-
it in projects and activities that were stimulated from our projects and that
continue longer than the KAP program or start first now. Basically, this
knowledge is bound to people and they take it with them, however, it is
written down in project descriptions. The process knowledge gives us
ideas how to organise such a regional planning process in order to apply
it to other projects. 
Some of the knowledge derived in the projects has been fed back to
our institute. We made reports and we invited other colleagues to join our
projects. The personal pool of people involved in the projects has been re-
freshed. And the concept of working in ateliers, facilitated by the “Mo-
bile Office project”, can now be used by everyone within the institute. 
The KAP program has been the application of the so-called Delta-
method that has been developed in Wageningen in recent years and that
is aiming at the integration of natural science, social science and the hu-
manities. And because it is not only the scientific application of this in-
tegration but also the elaboration of it in planning practice and regional
specific landscape and process design, the several projects in the KAP
program can be considered as true transdisciplinarity. 
We could not answer all questions in the program that we had put
ourselves in the beginning. We did not succeed in exporting our idea of
common learning in ateliers over the Dutch border within the framework
of the KAP-project. We attracted not as much international attention, as
we wanted. However, we elaborated a method that has in the meantime
proved to be suitable for the regions in which problems between rural
and urban areas are dominating as we have them in the Netherlands and
as they occur also in other metropolitan areas. The basic message of our
efforts were, however, (i) that it is worth to organise the cooperation be-
tween people with tacit and explicit knowledge in a spatial planning
process, (ii) that it is worth to take enough time for joint fact finding in or-
der to speed up the innovation process afterwards, and (iii) that regional
innovation in spatial planning not only is specific on the content but that
also the design of the process must take into account the regional differ-
ences in cultural and social aspects.
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Marco van Steekelenburg [marco.vansteekelenburg@wur.nl]
The use of digital map drawing
tools in participatory spatial
planning processes
Test case Maptalk for the Speelruimte-project
The Geo Information Centre (CGI) of our institute is in collaboration
with a software developing enterprise constructing a new digital tool,
called Maptalk, which can be used in the processes of participatory
spatial planning projects. In the project “Speelruimte”, which aims at
testing the Maptalk tool, a few colleagues and myself were asked to
deliver a test case for CGI. Additionally, a process consultant of Wa-
geningen University and Research Centre was asked to prepare the
workshop. This test case resulted in replaying a workshop of a previ-
ously undertaken project, the reconstruction project North and Middle
Limburg, which was held earlier with ‘traditional’ tools. In this contri-
bution I will go into the findings of the comparison of the two work-
shops, how the learning process took place and also into the organisa-
tion of a participatory planning process more in general. 
What is Maptalk
Maptalk is newly developed software, which will be used in a setting
with a dozen computers and a central projection unit. Maptalk enables
non-experts to digitally draw on maps and to project this input on top of
each other, so participants are able to see all results, and apply and
process this immediately. The application can be used in a Group Deci-
sion Room (GDR) in combination with an already existing non spatial
software, called “Meetingroom” where participants can create and share
knowledge in a digitally manner at the same time.
Reconstruction project North and Middle Limburg
Participatory spatial planning processes are an ever more extending as-
pect of the work of our institute. The last two years, Alterra was involved
in the reconstruction process in the Dutch province Limburg, aiming at
the reconstruction of the intensive agriculture sector, alongside with more
general regional aims of economic vitality, nature conservation and spa-
tial quality. The aim was to focus on and enhance spatial quality, by in-
volving landscape architects in the process. One of the things we did was
organising several workshops to share knowledge, make it common, and
to create new knowledge. 
The Reconstruction workshop 
The workshop we have selected from the reconstruction project to re-
play aimed mostly at creating new ideas for specific spatial problems. The
process of the reconstruction was already up steam, so most participants
knew each other. But also positions were taken and the process needed a
new impulse. That’s why a workshop was organised. It started with sever-
al plenary sessions of sharing knowledge. After that, four groups were
formed, to work out four different spatial issues. In the groups the facili-
tator first diverges a lot of ideas, to later on converge it onto three differ-
ent spatial solutions. At the end of the day all groups had to present their
results to everybody. Alterra collected all results and published it some
weeks later. The end result was satisfying, but some groups lacked under-
standable drawings or common agreement.  
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their input with some oral explanations. In a short period all participants
were acquainted to the group as well as to the study area. After that, the
people were asked to put different sorts of inputs on the map. In figure 2
we show a combined map of so-called ‘new elements’. It shows that the
participants were also able to create creative new ideas, make them (spa-
tially) specific and last but not least make it common to the group, in a
very short period of time. Finally, after an oral discussion, the last action
was to ask three newly formed groups, to rethink one specific aspect.
Again implicit knowledge was shared in the small groups, but within some
mouse clicks also with the rest of the group.
Results: pros and con’s
The evaluation which also was held immediately, showed that the par-
ticipants overall were very satisfied. The use of the computers did not slow
the process down (the user interface was nice), common knowledge was
shared and all participants delivered input, which is not common in nor-
mal workshops. At the end a small booklet with several drawings as the re-
sults of their own session was handed out, which is also a big advantage.
The display of data is easy, the drawing is flexible and the change between
individual work and the presentation to group, only takes a mouse click.
More implicit and precise knowledge was made explicit in a faster way.
One participant emphasised that Maptalk makes people to be faster in-
volved and therefore accelerates commitment to the process itself, like
the reconstruction. 
However, like most workshops it took a long preparation. More in gen-
eral, it is usually very difficult to convince people to use these kinds of
electronic aids. There is always a risk of technical failure, in hard- and
software. Considering the last, the labelling tool, did not work properly,
so not all inputs were shown on the central map. Of course we have to
mention that Maptalk is still under construction. Another a disadvantage
is its flexibility. If the group decides to focus more on non spatial issues,
like governance or policy, the maps perhaps can be an obstacle. With a
combination with the ‘Meetingroom’ software, this problem can be tack-
led. 
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How to organise a workshop
In organising workshops three different parts are recognised. The first
part is the “process architecture”: How to design the process: what is the
aim (share knowledge or create new ideas), the needed time, the location,
the atmosphere, small group sessions or plenary sessions etc. Second part
is the use of techniques and tools: do we use a Group Decision Room or
do we use ‘traditional’ tools like flipovers and yellow tags. Do we use
beamer presentations, do we need maps of specific areas and topics when
involving spatial issues; in that case now also the new tool Maptalk as part
of the GDR is available. And last but not least, the people itself: what
can we expect from the participants themselves (whom to invite, experts
or locals and are they willing to share knowledge etc.)? But also who will
facilitate the process, do you need designers or in case of using digital
tools, who is there for the technical assistance. Most of the times, it can
take days to months to set up a good more-day workshop. 
Replaying the workshop with Maptalk
After almost one year we asked the municipality of Nederweert, prob-
lem holder of one of the groups of the Reconstruction workshop, if they
were interested to replay their session with Maptalk. Although the process
of the reconstruction was in a different, more concluding phase now,
they agreed. On 16 October 2003 eight people from municipality,
province and farmers replayed the session, now sitting behind laptops and
two beamers. After a brief course on how to draw with a computer, the ses-
sion commenced. As showed on figure 1, the setup is concentrated in one
room, because still the discussion and the visual contact is an important
part of workshops like this. 
Common learning and sharing of knowledge
In this testcase of Maptalk, sharing knowledge goes closely connect-
ed with common learning processes. First of all, we asked the participants
to put positive and negative points, including a short text label, on the
map. These points showed implicit knowledge about the real situation. Af-
ter joining this on the central map, people were also able to accompany
D
elta series  3  2004
86
89
Remco Kranendonk [remco.kranendonk@wur.nl]
Social learning within
multidisciplinary project teams
The project ‘looking for magic moments in spatial planning’ has been
searching for successful project structures in innovative and experi-
mental design and societal steering processes. The search for magic
moments within projects has been done by various disciplines:
Landscape architecture, public administration, dynamics of planned
change science, social-psychological knowledge, marketing, and de-
sign. Alterra was project manager and collaborated with two consul-
tancies. Our institute brought in the more scientifically knowledge and
experiences. The consultancies added their more practical knowledge
and experiences.
I will describe my reflection on experiences on knowledge creation on
the project level. We started with collecting knowledge, methods and con-
cepts from various disciplinary backgrounds. With these the individual
team members explained how they looked at and interpreted the problem
Conclusion
By giving insight in this project, we are able to bring back information
institute wide. This shows the potential of the combination between
process management, landscape knowledge (as available in our landscape
centre), and geo information (CGI). Maptalk itself can be a powerful new
tool in participatory spatial planning projects. The first results with this
new application show us some big advantages, especially in being able to
create and share spatial knowledge in a new, creative and effective way.
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forms of steering society. Thus the risk of misunderstanding and false in-
terpretation does exist. It is important to understand the disciplinary per-
spectives and concepts and being able to deal with them. Beside of giv-
ing clear explanation, also process activities within the multidisciplinary
project team can be planned and experienced.
We can describe knowledge sharing and development within this proj-
ect as a social learning process. Within the social learning process three
elements are important: strengthening the engagement of the project
team members, strengthening the power of imagination and strengthen-
ing the direction. 
Engagement within the multidisciplinary project seemed to be very im-
portant. One consultant and our institute became engaged on content,
ambitions and inspiration. So we developed energy to work together. We
were prepared to create time and space to develop a common way of
thinking and working. The other consultant did not get engaged. He was
not prepared to develop new ways of thinking and working and tried to ap-
ply fixed structures. 
Imagination is strengthened to overcome the disciplinary borders and
the common ways of thinking. We used images, schemes and creative
design techniques. Also by presenting the results, imagination helped us
a lot in understanding and interpreting the results and in developing a new
common framework. 
Within the process changes take place. These changes have to be di-
rected. It is important to take enough time to get to know each other per-
sonally, to understand each other and to develop common meaning. Also
it is important to involve the principal and the users of the outcome. 
Furthermore, we developed new terms and definitions, like ‘magic mo-
ments’ to address the moments within the project, which everyone recog-
nised as being the crucial moments and events for reaching quality, beau-
ty and identity. 
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and how they would deal with it. We decided to use all of the different
concepts (policy analysis, design and landscape architectural analysis and
psychological analysis). 
In the next phase, project members brought in their specific experi-
ences with newly and innovative projects. In short time we produced a
long list of special innovative spatial planning and design projects in the
Netherlands, facts and figures, contacts and networks. By working from
diverse perspectives we were able to apply various criteria. So we could
select a broad variety of innovative cases. We studied the cases from di-
verse perceptions. Also the results have been described and represented
in different ways. 
By doing both the policy analysis and the analysis of the design
process, it became more and more clear that many parallels in project
planning, innovation management, and processes of change exist. These
can be declared by insights of psychology and the dynamics of planned
change science. Within the project an integration of knowledge on the ob-
ject, subject and the process has taken place. Specifically we integrated
object knowledge from landscape and spatial science, process knowl-
edge from public administration, project development and policy science,
and subject or ‘people’ oriented knowledge from psychology, marketing
and design. These perspectives seemed to be complementary in success-
ful innovative experiments of spatial design and planning processes.
When projects failed, we could address the failure within either the ob-
ject, process or subject part of the process, and dynamics of change. 
As a result of the multidisciplinary approach we could develop new
transdisciplinary structures for project management and new concepts
and definitions. To emphasise the results we created a special report
with many images, schemes and diverse textual forms. Collaboration in a
multidisciplinary project team has many challenges. The knowledge from
various disciplines has to be introduced, explained and made tractable
in a short time. Explaining everything in a clear way is very important. 
In the project, a researcher with expertise in policy administration
had to deal with spatial design problems, -styles and -techniques in the
interviews. A landscape architect had discussions about processes and
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Jeroen Kruit, Gerard Kolkman, Marta Perez-Soba, Sabine van Rooij, Leo van den Berg,
Judith Klostermann, Tamara Ekamper, Pauline de Koning
Summary of discussion:
Reflection on project level
About tacit and explicit knowledge.  Tacit knowledge is based on
experiences, not tangible, non-institutional. Explicit knowledge is proven truths,
documented knowledge, empiric, and classified. To understand each other and in
order to work with each other, knowledge has to be made explicit. Knowledge is
tacit, because it has to do with a person’s own experiences and findings. We take
them for granted because it is so obvious for ourselves that we do not think we have
to share this information. That is a barrier to share the knowledge with others, who
also have their own unique and individual experiences. To share knowledge does not
mean that others must be convinced of the same values but others can understand
somebody else’s meanings and his or her way of thinking. Within the same discipline
it is easier to share knowledge because a lot of definitions are the same for the
group members. Within a very heterogeneous group of people with different
disciplines, there is more tacit knowledge. Then it is even more important to
communicate well and to listen carefully.
Do we want to make tacit knowledge explicit? Is it really a good thing to
copy or accept somebody else’s knowledge for a solution, instead of finding out for
yourself how to handle it? Learning by doing is very effective. It is not possible to
always use exactly the same method or solution for a project, because every
situation is new and has a different context. Specific solutions are bound to their
specific context.
How does knowledge creation and reflection on the project level
currently take place? People work most of the time individually, so there is not
much time to share knowledge. The client/funding body mostly sets the problem
definition and the project leader and his/her approaches are used as a starting point
and copied by the project team.
What are the positive aspects in how knowledge creation and
reflection take place now? Knowledge sharing does take place in the project
team and this holds the group together. When you ask for help, colleagues are
always willing to assist. There is always somebody who knows a person who can
be of help for a certain aspect of a project. Project leaders experiment with
creative techniques and use informal moments to get commitment and to create
better understanding of each other’s fields of work.
What are the shortcomings in how knowledge creation and
reflection take place now? We do not have a structured standard evaluation
at the end of a project. The project leaders are frequently selected by their
scientific knowledge, and not due to how good they are with leading a process.
We do have too little time for documenting. It is a problem to get money from our
institute to document about the project process and to reflect about and to share
important things with colleagues in order to make an improvement for the next
project. Convincing others of the use of this knowledge creation takes very much
time. There is no time/money to write your findings in your project time and there
is no money to create it in a separate project.
During the start-up phase the project team does not spend much time together
for the setup of the project. Without themselves defining the problem and scope
of the project, the members of the project team have to start working
immediately. Well knowing that it would be good, if during the start-up phase the
problem definition would arise from common discussions. In the project process,
the different backgrounds of the participants, and the different approaches they
apply, cause delays. A project leader, who places himself/herself in the centre and
tries to keep everybody together, does not work with an optimal division of tasks.
The process has to be built together and that requires a more intense network.
So, not just obeying the project leader but working together.
What can we do to improve knowledge creation and reflection on
the project level? A suggestion for everybody is to give lectures during
lunchtime because this is an informal moment to get an idea of what your
colleagues are doing. We think that project leaders (sometimes) need coaching to
improve their skills. They should get the possibilities for project-leaders trainings
or a better exchange on their experiences. We need to invest more time in the
start-up of a project to define the problem for the group. Trust is the basis for
communication and it needs time to develop. We should accept our different
specific skills and be open for different views. Cooperation in projects will be
better when people understand and trust the way they work. A more flexible
planning of projects will prevent problems and make more time available for
sharing knowledge. In the planning of a project one can add moments of
inspiration and interactive solution seeking. Finally, we think it would be good to
better document learning moments.
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Alex Schotman [alex.schotman@wur.nl]
Is landscape quality like wine?
During three years I was in charge of a project in which a GIS tool was
developed. The tool was designed to measure (and thus quantify) land-
scape quality. Unfortunately the tool was not accepted by the end-
users at the conclusion of the project, although a lot of effort was
made to involve them throughout the whole process. In the following
text I will reflect on the project and explain the factors which in my
opinion constituted the main obstacles for a successful completion of
the project. 
The antecedent for the project was the publication of an ambitious pol-
icy plan by the ministry of agriculture a few years ago. The publication was
called ‘Nature for People, People for Nature’ (Natuur voor Mensen,
Mensen voor Natuur). The policy acted as the (implicit) framework for
the project. The policy aimed to give a quality impulse to the Dutch land-
scape by providing subsidies for the development of plans in which so
called ‘green-blue veining’ was implemented. The latter implied that a
multi- functional network of small landscape elements such as ditches,
lines of trees etc. were to be developed within the landscape. The ministry
of agriculture was (and still is) obliged to report on the effectiveness of the
granted subsidies. In that context Alterra was asked to develop an ex-
ante evaluation method for spatial plans for ‘green-blue veining’. Thus the
government hoped to be able to evaluate the effect of the subsidies before
they were actually granted. The backbone of the evaluation method con-
sisted of regulations or ‘levels’ with which landscape quality could be
measured. These regulations were more or less flexible.
Decentralism
The process of the accreditation of the subsidies went very slow. In
reality it proved to be very hard to make clear-cut deals with stakeholders
about the realization of small landscape elements. 
The ministry hoped to enlarge the public support for its policy, by del-
egating the design of spatial plans for ‘green-blue veining’ to local au-
thorities and stakeholders. Therefore the ministry had set up the project
as eight regional pilots supervised by the respective provinces. In each pi-
lot a planning group consisting of stakeholders was asked to design a spa-
tial plan for the green-blue veining’ of a particular region. In co-operation
with the provinces and the stakeholders our institute tested the plans,
according to the regulations that were developed in the project. 
Analyses
The way I see it, our institute was forced to take sides in a clash be-
tween centralists (the ministry of agriculture) and decentralists (the
provinces and stakeholders). It was an economic argument that forced our
institute to accept the job and take side for the contractor and implicitly
for the paradigm with which the contractor works. This paradigm consist-
ed of one simple presumption: landscape quality is measurable. Therefore
the ministry was convinced it was possible to ex-ante evaluate the effec-
tiveness of plans.
Our institute was convinced that it was a prerogative that the
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stakeholders were very negative about the tool and were not interested in
the results of the ex-ante evaluation at all. As such, unfortunately, it was
proved that the use of planning groups consisting of stakeholders, nor
the provision of technical solutions were adequate to facilitate a true bot-
tom-up process.
Conclusions
My first conclusion is that it is important to trace and name the im-
plicit assumptions of all parties involved right at the start of a project. If
it becomes apparent that the interests of the contractor and the end-user
oppose one another and as such prevent that the end-user can adopt the
project and its goals, then one can expect that there will be no public sup-
port for the work of the institute, nor for the policy of the contractor. In ad-
dition one can expect that it will be almost impossible to motivate the
end-user to share tacit knowledge with researchers. Therefore I would
suggest that a research institute should not accept a project under these
circumstances, because any attempt to try to obtain the support of stake-
holders will continuously be hampered by miscommunication. Of course
it will not be easy to implement this idea in innovative processes that are
often characterised by the confrontation of different paradigms. But I would
like to emphasise that it is very important to be aware of this problem.
My second conclusion is that end-users, contractors and research in-
stitutes all have to share a mutual ambition, a common interest, which
makes them eager to learn from each other and to share their knowledge.
This common interest is a precondition for the exchange of knowledge.
And because all parties are successful in their field of expertise, it will
then be able to find robust solutions for difficult problems, such as the
monitoring and the ex-ante evaluation of landscape quality.
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provinces would consider themselves as contractor for the project, rather
than the provinces would feel that they were forced to implement top-
down policy from the ministry of agriculture. To check the ambitions of the
provinces a quick-scan was performed in co-operation with the govern-
mental service for land and water management (DLG). The outcome of the
quick-scan was that the provinces and all other groups of stakeholders did
share the ambition to improve landscape quality and that they were glad
that at last there was some money for it. But, meanwhile they criticised
the legislation, the effectiveness of former policy plans, the bureaucracy,
etc. They said: ‘Please give us the money and leave it to us’. They also
strongly believed that the ministry of agriculture did not have the right to
control the way the subsidies were spent. The motto that reflected the par-
adigm of the provinces and stakeholders was: ‘You can not measure the
quality of wine, but you can (merely) describe it.’ By substituting ‘wine’
by ‘landscape’ one of the many bottle necks for the project became ap-
parent; The provinces would never accept a tool that would measures the
quality of landscape, nor the evaluation of plans with regulations to obtain
this quality, for the obvious reason they simply did not believe that land-
scape quality could of should be measured in the first place. The
provinces and stakeholders refused to agree on long-term investments to
safeguard or create landscape quality because they felt that the creation
of landscape quality was (and is) an ongoing process with an uncertain
outcome. As such it became very clear that the paradigm of the ministry
opposed the one of the provinces. And therefore it was impossible to mo-
tivate the end-users to actively and positively contribute to the develop-
ment of the monitoring model by sharing their tacit knowledge with the
scientists.
Nevertheless a GIS-tool was developed by Alterra to quantify seven
indicators of landscape quality. The tool was set up in such a way that it
allowed stakeholders to import landscape elements in the system that
are specific to the region they work on. Alterra hoped that by providing this
service, the public support for the use of the tool could be obtained, re-
gardless of the outcomes of the quick-scan. The tool was tested by four
of the eight planning groups, though not as thorough as planned. The
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Jeroen Kruit [jeroen.kruit@wur.nl]
Knowledge is power
Knowledge is power and therefore making ones knowledge explicit
might feel the same as losing the exclusive access to that particular
type of knowledge. Therefore it is people’s natural reaction to protect
their knowledge position.
At the same time it is difficult to understand for the outside world
why a research institute is reinventing the wheel in every single project,
even if the question at hand appears to be the same. Therefore some lev-
el of knowledge sharing is required. I assume the latter is especially im-
portant from a management point of view. Nevertheless I do believe that
the process of ‘reinventing the wheel’ is often the best way of addressing
a new problem or situation, because a heavy load of knowledge can some-
times hamper a fresh approach of a new question. It is important there-
fore to avoid unthinkingly copying of explicit knowledge and results from
other projects with their particular context, to new projects with a new and
almost certainly different context. 
I believe that explicit knowledge is not definit. It is always coloured
by people (researchers and other participants) that made the implicit
knowledge explicit. A person always interprets the world according to his
or her personal findings. So, what is realistic in achieving more explicit
knowledge, considering that earlier attempts to manage knowledge with-
in the institute failed? Does one need internal structures to assure that
tacit knowledge becomes explicit knowledge? I think the structures, which
are already available at the institute work pretty well. There are struc-
tures such as project groups in which the knowledge is ‘created’ between
individuals, both researchers and lay people. There are ‘basic’ teams in
which one can reflect on one another. There are ‘lunch readings’ in which
there is the possibility to learn from other people’s experiences or criticise
other people’s projects and ideas. There is general access to the internet.
There is even a database of colleagues summarizing their skills, although
this is not working so well yet. More important though than the official
instruments is that people get into contact with each other and this is
something you can not force people to do.
For successful functioning of individuals in a group it is important that
the relations are sound. The chemistry must be right. “I love the job, not
for the work itself, but for the people I work with”. It is not necessary and
even virtually impossible to know the so-called tacit knowledge of all the
individuals (mostly multidisciplinary) in a group that works on the same
project. No, I believe merely the wavelength in which individuals operate
must be the ‘same’. In a group, there must be a mutual understanding of
the problem definition. The facts and figures of knowledge that a person
has in his or her mind are less important. It seems that different profes-
sions have different demands in knowledge, but even in the most ‘exact’
or ‘hard’ professions there is discussion about the interpretation (evolu-
tion theory, etc) of the facts and figures.
Knowledge management appears to be difficult to realise in the insti-
tute. The absence of a system of master and pupil within the institute
could be one of the reasons. The knowledge of the older researchers van-
ishes when they leave the job or institute. But is this such a big issue as
we think it is? Yes, I do think this is a big issue, but not for the loss of the
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Rob van Apeldoorn [rob.vanapeldoorn@wur.nl]
Social and ecological
explorations
In the late seventies the identification of fields of research with social
relevance was considered to be a problem at the Research Institute for
Nature Management (RIN). This institute was a predecessor of our in-
stitute, Alterra. By initiating the project “Social and Ecological Explo-
rations”, the institute hoped to develop research with more social rel-
evance. And indeed, thanks to this project many years (and deceptions)
later, some new fields of research were distinguished by RIN. The in-
stitute even promoted the formation of the so-called ‘Netherlands en-
vironmental assessment agency’ (milieu en natuurplanbureau).
The main objective of the project was to stir up the general interest of
researchers in social issues. From the start the project team only consist-
ed of one single person. This person had the task to read many reports
about social trends and developments and to talk with many people from
social organisations that were relevant to nature management and pro-
facts and figures (usually written down in a report) but for the broader per-
spective on the world of this older researcher and the stories about the
context of the issues he or she addressed.
There are many different disciplines and different personalities with
different views of the world. It is virtually impossible to know and combine
everything with everybody. Yes, you can make a database of projects with
a link to content and project participants. So in the case that I address a
new problem I can search and perhaps find projects or people that have
expertise on the subject. Still it is very important to approach the new
situation with an open mind. And by doing so, you might come to the con-
clusion that the explicit knowledge you have in mind is not applicable to
the situation. To a certain extend you can make schemes or design struc-
tures with which you intend to work with in a certain project. But using
these same schemes or structures will not guarantee success in another
project with other people or participants and in other circumstances or
different contexts. I believe that every single situation requires its own ap-
proach, especially participative projects. Nevertheless I think one can def-
initely learn from experiences of other people on the story level instead of
the facts and figures level.
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judged partly effective because a number of projects were initiated and/or
financed by ministries and social organisations that were not yet ac-
quainted with the institute before the start of the project. Already during
the project researchers and social organisations joined forces to solve
problems, which could not have been solved without the integration of the
knowledge of all the involved partners.
A possible recommendation for the future is that institutes such as
Alterra should actively invest in the development of the social commit-
ment of its individual researchers. Rather than letting a director simply
state that knowledge should be integrated, the institute should actively fa-
cilitate and initiate a social learning process. A possible method to initi-
ate such a process is to create a forum in which researchers can demon-
strate to fellow researchers how nice and worthwhile it can be to work on
projects with social relevance.
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tection. As a result of the inventory, proposals were made for a multidis-
ciplinary and transdisciplinary project. These proposals were presented to
and discussed with the general director of RIN. 
Additionally, several discussions were organised with people from out-
side the institute, in order to get them interested in the cooperation with
scientists from RIN. When possible, researchers were introduced to rele-
vant social organisations and vice versa. The research of the effects of the
installation of windmills on birds is a good example of the cooperation of
a social organisation (producer of wind energy) and researches of RIN
(ornithologists).
However, during the project it became obvious that the majority of the
scientists of RIN (at that time predominantly consisting of ecologists)
showed little interest in bridging the gap between social issues and their
personal research activities. Only scientist with a general interest in the
social background of a project volunteered. But the start of a project on
the effects of nuclear power plants on nature was an important incentive
for the creation of multi- and transdisciplinary project. After all nuclear
energy was the topic of a hot social debate in those days. As a result, grad-
ually scientists of the institute were paying attention to new fields of sci-
ence and new research methods that were promoted in the context of the
project. 
After the completion of the project the experiences with the promotion
of multi- and transdisciplinary projects in the institute was shared with
the team of directors of RIN. It was concluded and advised that it was very
important to develop more social commitment in the attitude of the sci-
entists and heads of departments. This advice was only adopted by the in-
stitute after a long time because the change of attitude and the develop-
ment of related skills were not recognized and accordingly set up as a so-
cial learning process. In fact it can be concluded that specific attitudes
and skills nowadays still have to be developed individually within the in-
stitute, implying that individual researchers adopt a trial and error ap-
proach in successive projects. Not surprisingly at the present time the dis-
semination of knowledge within the institute still seems to be a problem. 
Nevertheless, the project “Social and Ecological Explorations” can be
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Vincent Kuypers, Marco van Steekelenburg, Jos Jonkhof, 
Alex Schotman, Rob van Apeldoorn
Summary of discussion:
Reflection on feedback to the
institute
How does feedback into the institute currently mainly take
place? There is no feedback! On the contrary, there is a lot of protective
behaviour, concerning networks, and knowledge domains. The advantage of this
is that it may increase the innovative potential. The evident disadvantage is that
a lot of double work is done, that individual researchers operate on the same
field, and manipulate the same contacts. There may also be a strong focus on
the own group interest. 
We want to draw attention to the following points: Do pay
attention to the way you present your results. A report may not get the attention
that it deserves. Who reads it after all, and who gets it in hands? Even the
commissioner has these problems. There is a low interest in the institute for an
active exchange of ideas, let alone to stimulate active debate and polemics
about the impact of results. Also, there is no strong culture of publishing in
professional journals. There is above all a weak culture of public debate. Some
of our teams do indeed pay a large attention to look for external input (at the
‘market’) for research ideas and problem solving concepts. This attitude pays
off: it produces a lot of interesting inputs for new issues in innovative design,
even when not always leading to sound scientific performance. In the same time
it may however lead to protective behaviour, when it comes to exchange of
information about contacts and contracts. 
An essential point is the feedback towards the institute. The method in which
the feedback takes place are important, e.g. within team presentations, or
maximal communication among the team members. Such things have to be
reinforced. The problem is that a lot of dynamics disturbs the stability of our
newly established teams, and the role of the team leader is getting more and
more complex. The team leader is the one who is responsible for the financial
results and at the same time we expect him/her to initiate and stimulate
creative production within the team. We think that there is quite a remarkable
tension between the profiles of the teams and the mission of our institute. This
leads towards a growing emphasis on control, instead of management by stimuli
and by conditional facilitative programmes. There is also the poignant
experience of a lack of back up from the management of the institute when
teams take risks in investing in new knowledge domains or new knowledge
networks.
What are the positive aspects in how feedback to the institute
takes place now? One does observe a growing practice in sharing
knowledge, in getting aware of crossing borders by the teams, by Alterra, by
‘Wageningen’. This process needs reinforcement. We do have to get rid of the
system that ‘punishes’ the links with external experts in putting them on the
material budget list. We should encourage building up coalitions between
experts. The message at our institute is: do focus on network building. This is
excellent, but that means also: do emphasize external relationships and
orientation. The example of the Open Source philosophy (emerging out of the
ICT world) is encouraging and deserves specific attention in that prospect. This
does also mean having a strong accent on developing skills in the field of
cooperation knowledge, of dealing with Egos (they are precious capital for the
institute, treat them accordingly) of project management, of knowledge transfer,
and of taking enough opportunity for engaging conflicts with the commissioner.
These conflicts do concern the perceptions of the problem, the expectations of
the results of the project, the communication methods and the underlying
political issues. 
We do recommend taking our style of work into serious consideration: from the
specific qualities of our building, via the relaxed atmosphere to the informal
image of the institute, these aspects do matter indeed. And they need more
attention: we do persist in nine-to-five behaviour, which does not fit to the
innovative attitude that we do present to the outside world. 
What are the shortcomings in how feedback to the institute takes
place now? We perceive a lack of steering considering knowledge management
from our management of the institute. This leads to self-supporting by
individual researchers in their own knowledge management, which could be fine
as an institutional choice, however that is not the fact. We say that we are
with the specialists. Participation research means: Finding knowledge on
location and trace local creativity, wherever it is. This also demands a new
vision on participation: Risk-management where it concerns the outcome of
experiments, about methods, about what happens in the process, we need to be
able to live with open ends! Providers of work still think mostly in closed ends:
report, money, time. We have to be confidential, also with our commissioners, of
the fact that development and planning with this new approach, means new
products, other values of co-financing, and time-sharing. This is traditional
functional spatial planning vs. modern development spatial planning.
The initiative “Research(er) of the Month” needs to be more than a clap on the
shoulder. It has to make a difference within the institute. We suggest extra R&D
funds in order to create time for publications, media attention, a push to
evaluate and share new knowledge.
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oriented on the EU, in practice there is however little notion what that means
for the organisation from individual scientist like network building, style of
working, investing in relations, publishing and even language studies. Let it be
noted that not only language is important for understanding cultural aspects of
the international knowledge development, but also the philosophy behind it like
Anglo-Saxon vs. Latin vs. Asian patterns of thinking. It is ok, that our institute
is striving to get an ISO-norm, but it is not the whole story. It will be a
smokescreen for the market, “we are certified, and so we are fit to produce”.
First of all count the reputation on content, even if that is controversial, then
come formalities (ISO-brand). We do not believe the story that Brussels looks at
the brand only, maybe at the moment, but in the long term we will have to
prove it with content. Currently the institute looks for markets on process
management; however, in the long run this might be seen as incompetence of
creating conceptual innovations. The institute should praise individual
frontrunners (holders of concrete knowledge individual profiles, specialists and
visionaries) and not punish them. There seems to be too little concern from our
management that if we are going to work on a broad interdisciplinary vision, this
will consequently mean reallocation of people and places internally.
What can we do to improve feedback into the institute?
We need a broad vision on the relations between research programs on the one
and teams on the other side. We are still too focused on producing reports and
papers. That has to change. Problems with juridical position should be made
explicit, for example solving by working out a personal-budget concept. 
We regard the following items as top-priorities:
The management of our institute has an important role to play, by taking the
responsibility in organizing the passing on of knowledge. Now there is only
correctional action on the individual level. 
In order to take part in teaching activities at the university, which is part of our
centre, we need to have an agreement on special rates, presumably through
R&D budget. For the extern world it is hardly understandable why this is so
problematic.
Evident problems in society that need to be solved (local agenda) lie largely in
metropolitan and urban areas! Our Landscape Centre has – what is in its name
– a green image (whether we like it or not). That can be core business at the
moment we define cities as green areas (also abroad) and not as red areas. Let
us define this in an integrative vision.
We have to distance us from the perception that the primate of knowledge lies
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Marijke van Winsum-Westra [marijke.vanwinsum@wur.nl]
The friction between applied
research and fundamental
science
When reflecting on the work of researchers, it is important to take into
account the differences between fundamental and applied science. But
often it is difficult to differentiate between these two classes. The fol-
lowing text emphasises the differences between the way fundamental
and applied researchers contribute to the development of their discipline.
On the one hand, researchers that work at universities mostly conduct
fundamental research. Generally speaking, as part of their work, the funda-
mental researchers are required to spend a substantial amount of time on
the reflection on knowledge from various fields of research. After all, re-
flection is the core business of fundamental research. By reflecting on their
own work, fundamental researchers have the possibility to feed renewing
ideas from other disciplines back into their own field of research. And as
such fundamental researchers can contribute to the ongoing development
of their discipline.
On the other hand, researchers that work in research institutes such as
Alterra mostly conduct applied research. Contrary to the fundamental re-
searchers, the core business of applied researchers is to find solutions to
a well-defined, specific question that is posed by a contractor within a
limited amount of time. In my case, often psychological knowledge has
to be combined with knowledge from another discipline to be able to find
a solution to the problem. In that respect the applied researcher continu-
ously fertilises his/her own discipline with aspects from other disciplines.
But the knowledge, which is created and/or used in the projects of applied
researchers, is focused on more specific problems. Therefore it cannot im-
mediately be used for a broad range of applications as it is the case with
general knowledge, which is developed in fundamental research. Results
from applied research first need to be generalized, but restrictions on the
project budget do not allow the time to perform this additional work.
Restrictions on the project budget have a number of consequences
for the work of the applied researcher. A general consequence is that the
contractor optimizes the time which can be spend on the realization of the
project, by limiting the available time which can be spend on the prepa-
ration and the evaluation of the project. Subsequently, the applied re-
searcher cannot adequately scan literature at the start of the project nor
reflect on the results at the end of the project. In the best case, the ap-
plied researcher can incorporate a limited number of new insights from lit-
erature in the project. An obvious result from this practice is that there is
not enough time for applied researchers to generalize the new insights and
to develop new models or new theories in order to make them applicable
to other projects within their field of work and thus contribute to the de-
velopment of their discipline.
Both fundamental and applied researchers are required to publish in
journals in order to be able to share their ideas with fellow scientists of
their discipline. Traditional journals (used as a forum by fundamental re-
searchers) generally publish knowledge, which is of significance to a
larger group of researchers. The character of this knowledge is more gen-
eral and can be used to solve various problems. Traditional journals also
require scientists to relate the provided knowledge to existing knowledge
113
115
Rob Jongman [rob.jongman@wur.nl]
Science sharpens your mind
Working in research gives the need to define your thinking. Your own
field of work determines your scope of thinking. Science means gen-
eralisation of personal experiences in generally accepted models and
paradigms. Data and practical experience lead to information that can
be used in planning but the generalisation of that knowledge into par-
adigms and models is science development, because it then can be used
more generally and is not case dependent.
The difference between working in a project with stakeholders and sci-
ence is the reflection on the working process that makes it possible to
generalise ideas and exchange between researchers and between re-
search regions. 
The Life EECONET project
The project was funded through EU-Life. The Life ECOnet Project aims
to offer a new approach to managing the landscape for people and
within the discipline or to come up with new promising ideas. Because ap-
plied researchers often cannot provide information that is developed or gen-
eralized to an acceptable level, their work is seldom accepted in the jour-
nals that are used by fundamental researchers. Luckily there are a number
of journals that specifically focus on the publication of applied science. Ex-
amples of such journals are the ‘Journal of Environmental Psychology’ and
‘Environment and Behaviour’. 
In order to publish the results of applied research in papers that are ac-
cepted by journals, a lot of work needs to be done by the applied researcher,
which is generally not financed by the contractor.
First, the applied researcher needs to reflect on the results of the proj-
ect in order to derive a more general application of the knowledge. Indeed,
the project only allows time to apply the knowledge to the question, which
is posed by the contractor, so there is no opportunity to perform general-
izations. As a result, the applied researcher must often carry out this re-
flection in his/her own time or in the overhead time of the institute.
Second, the applied researcher needs to put down his/her findings in a
scientific article. He/she needs to think about how to communicate his or
her ideas in English. The less experienced the researcher is, the more time
this writing phase will take. Experienced researchers take about two days
per page to write an article. Additional time (a number of days) is needed
to make a literature list, to present the article to the publisher and to make
the layout of the article. Here also the time is lacking.
It can be concluded that applied researchers can only contribute to sci-
ence on the condition that they receive more time for reflection prior to and
at the end of a project, for the generalization of their research results and
for the writing of articles. The institute directly benefits from the publica-
tion of such articles. After all articles disclose new knowledge and new
models, with the result that they can be applied to various projects within
the institute.
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wildlife, and improving the connections between surviving wildlife habi-
tats. The project is advised and supported by scientists from the three
countries. The countries are UK, Italy and the Netherlands. The regions
are Cheshire (UK), Bologna, Modena (Emilia Romagna), Abbruzzo (I) and
Gelderland. (NL.). It is a planning project of ecological networks in by
the regional authorities of regions in three countries in Europe in co-op-
eration with stakeholders from these regions.
Everywhere in the world where urbanisation and intensive land use is
dominating development the following problems do occur:
• Natural areas get too small
• Connectivity between natural areas is hampered
It is a planning question to maintain connectivity and design mitiga-
tion measures. Ecological networks are systems of nature reserves and
their interconnections make a fragmented natural system coherent to sup-
port more biodiversity than in non-connected form. They are tools to inte-
grate nature conservation with other land uses and mechanisms to bring
nature into the mind and perception of people. 
An important part of the project as a whole is the analysis of the ex-
perience along the way and making sure that these are communicated to
practitioners, science and the public around Europe. The project’s web-
site should be at the heart of its communication strategy. 
The project integrates spatial ecological knowledge in a legislative, po-
litical and social context for the three regions (Figure 1). The approach
was to work on three levels: 
• Spatial ecological modelling;
• Stakeholder participation
• Legislative and county/municipal planning.
Results of the project
The project has resulted in a plan for Cheshire, Plans for Bologna and
Modena and a first initiative for the Abruzzo. Gelderland already had its
plan and was mainly supporting the other regions. Stakeholders have been
involved in all three countries. The definition of stakeholders was differ-
ent for the three countries; in the UK these were mainly large landowners,
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in the Netherlands the farmers and in Italy local authorities from the mu-
nicipalities in the provinces involved. This also means that the imple-
mentation phase of the project developed differently in the regions. The
focus on the role of stakeholders was different and the execution was
carried out by different organisations and at a different scale, from re-
gional/provincial plans (Gelderland) to municipal plans (Emilia Romagna)
and farm plans (UK). 
The European dimension has an issue of importance for the European
Union; the project even had a European coordinator to integrate aspects
of European importance. This however was also the heart of a conflict in
the project: region coordinators and planners are not so much interested
in communalities of European level and do not have the overview to judge
its importance. Their main task is – rightfully – in the realisation of re-
gional policy and plans. This meant that the European dimension became
an aspect that got less attention. It became less important to for the in-
dividual participants to cooperate and the major common European prod-
uct became the Project Glossary (Marshall and Pungetti 2002). Not the
official partners, but individual participants in the project took the initia-
tive to participate in joint scientific publications (Jongman et al, 2003,
Bolck et al 2003, Pungetti & Romano 2003).
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Figure 1. Research and planning aspects of the Life-Econet project
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Conclusions
Ecological networks belong to Europe as do landscapes, road networks
and other human networks. They are the realisation of biodiversity con-
servation and landscape conservation in an urbanised world and are there-
fore interdisciplinary planning tasks in which many societal parties are in-
volved. 
It is a task for policy and planning to integrate ecological networks in
planning efforts both within regions and between. Therefore it is also
needed to collect common and case specific aspects of planning ecolog-
ical networks. It must be concluded that this is not seen as a task by re-
gional authorities, at least it is not a priority for them. Integration between
regions and cultures requires thinking and working across physical and
cultural borders. 
It is a task for the scientific world to generalise planning across bor-
ders and to make the tacit knowledge about planning social and cultural
differences explicit. That is the way to sharpen your mind on what is tac-
it and what can be made explicit, what is personal learning and what is
our collective knowledge.
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Case: Landstad Deventer. The objectives were to make people and or-
ganisations in and around Deventer, a small town in the east of the
Netherlands, aware of the (interdependent) relations between the ur-
ban and rural qualities, problems and future possibilities. It was
thought that from this awareness new projects could arise in the field
of housing, landscape development, natural resource management etc.
It dealt with ‘landscape’ in a broad sense, so an integrated approach
was evident.
The process had a lot of participatory elements. In the first phase so
called ‘regional conversations’ took place in which inhabitants could ex-
change their ideas about the qualities of the region and what they per-
ceived as problems and problem areas. The results were made explicit in
reports and maps. In the second phase three teams of designers/re-
searchers were invited to develop a regional design, focused on housing
Jannemarie de Jonge, [jannemarie.dejonge@wur.nl]
The unbearable lightness of
science
portance for their dealing with the environment. Scientific landscape val-
ues are based on these measurable indicators, and only partly resemble the
‘local values’, which even vary between individuals. Herngreen (2002), in an
essay about regional identity, makes a distinction between the ‘landscape
canon’ as the generally accepted values and the ‘landscape apocrypha’s’ as
the ‘cloud of interactive notions’ about the environment. To grasp these in-
teractive notions, and to make inhabitants familiar with the ‘canon’, takes
an intensive exchange of explicit, but even more, tacit knowledge between
researchers/designers and people who carry this local knowledge. This
process had more or less taken place in the first phase. But as we only were
asked for the second phase, we did not attend these gatherings, so we had
to work with the explicit outcomes in the reports. Which was of course only
a tiny part of the story…
Lesson: a lot of knowledge, like the symbolic meaning of landscape, is
very difficult, and even impossible to make explicit in written form. Where-
as it is ever so important for making plans! We have to find additional ways
to exchange this tacit knowledge, for example by undertaking fieldtrips to-
gether, making ‘mental maps’, telling stories. Interpersonal interaction is
necessary in this exploring phase of a planning process.
Knowledge is context-bound
We did not start out of the blue. The team was composed of designers,
planners, and an agricultural/environmental specialist, all with their per-
sonal experience, which goes beyond discipline. We also could make use of
a recent study on the effects on the sustainability of agriculture in relation
to certain expected European environmental regulations. Beautiful, scien-
tifically sound maps. But unfortunately, the farmers immediately questioned
the underlying assumptions of the researcher; they didn’t agree with the
criteria, so the outcome seemed to be useless. This was very hard to accept
for our fellow-researcher. We ended up using some practical rules-of-fist,
which we agreed upon in an extra meeting with farmers in stead of the sta-
tistics from scientific research. 
Lesson: Knowledge is not value-free. Even if the research method is sci-
entifically correct, and the results are objective, this can not guarantee that
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(team 1), landscape and water management (team 2) and social-economic
development, especially in the agricultural sector (team 3). Alterra was in-
volved in this last assignment. The design teams were asked to take into ac-
count the results of the first phase. Three more or less interactive moments
were planned in the design process; these were organised as meetings, open
for every one who was interested. The designers were asked to present their
concepts, ideas and later on the designs upon which the audience could
give their comments. Because of the rather formal set up and the ‘personal
distance’ felt in these meetings, this did not lead to real joint learning.  For
this reason our team planned some extra meetings with farmers and entre-
preneurs in the leisure sector, in which the other participants and we as re-
searchers/designers had the feeling that we really learned from each other.
The second phase resulted in a conference and a supplement to a Dutch
planning journal. 
In the third phase the participating governmental parties (local, provincial
government, water boards etc) extracted an action program from the ideas
that came out of the designs, taking into account the comments in the con-
ference. The research/design teams were not involved in this activity. 
In this short paper I will not reflect on the project as such; whether the
process was organised in a way that served the objectives or not (to my opin-
ion it had shortcomings) or whether the results were satisfactory (could have
been better). In this reflection I will focus on the ‘knowledge-issue’ in this
case. Central questions will be how we can build upon existing knowledge,
to what extend future projects can benefit from the actual experience and
what role ‘science’ plays in all this. I will start my reflection by describing
some parts of the process or anecdotes from the Deventer case, followed by
the lessons to be drawn. 
Getting a ‘feeling of the area’ 
Landscape is formed in the complex interaction between people and their
natural and artificial environment. Our starting point is that the way people
think and feel about ‘their’ landscape, the symbolic meanings the landscape
has for them (we called that the ‘software’, the social-cultural context, in
addition to the ‘hardware’, the measurable, physical reality) is of great im-
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it is ‘good’ in the context of a specific project. Data and models are impor-
tant tools in landscape planning, but you need ‘joint fact finding’ that can
result in joint learning. 
Knowledge creation is smart stealing
Half way the project we were struggling to find ‘unifying concepts’ to struc-
ture and synthesise the ideas and knowledge we gathered so far. Then ‘by co-
incidence’ my next-door colleague gave me a draft of a scenario study about
possible futures of agriculture in the Netherlands. A ‘click’ was made. We
could not use exactly the same structure, but just by discussing the different
trends behind the scenarios and combining this knowledge with our specific
context, we were able to formulate a thinking model for the agricultural de-
velopment in the Deventer region. In the final elaboration and presentation
this model played a central role.
Lesson 1: Research is a creative process. In a creative process the phase
of struggle for finding the solution is often followed by an incubation period
in which one is (unconsciously) susceptible to associations, to ‘steal’ solu-
tions from other domains. Remember the ‘Eureka moment’ in the Archimedes
story: this happened in the bathtub. So this is the phase to get inspired by
results from other disciplines or areas. From the ‘Eureka’ we have to trans-
late the idea to the actual context, which is ‘business as usual’ in scientific
terms: elaboration, facts and figures, logical reasoning, explicating etc. 
Lesson 2: The fact that my colleague made his scenario’s explicit in a way,
that I could not only read his conclusions (which I couldn’t use directly), but
also follow his underlying reasoning and research data, made this study use-
ful for our team. It is not only the conclusions of a research project that are
important scientific results! 
Who is interested in a particular case study?
Our contractor did not ask for a scientific report, but for a contribution to
a Dutch planning journal, which made a special supplement item on the De-
venter experiment. Our first draft was ‘too scientific’ and we were asked to
rewrite it in a more popular way. We agreed on this, because it is more im-
portant that the lessons from this case reach the planning practice than ex-
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clusively serving the scientific community (what we often do by using our sci-
entific codes). 
By giving presentations to colleagues, we spread the ideas broader in
the institute and some of the concepts are used in later projects, again trans-
lated to the context. 
Now working on a PhD thesis about interactive landscape planning, the
Deventer case might be referred to in relation to other projects, with differ-
ent approaches. Then the case is placed in a comparing perspective, which
makes it more interesting for a scientific publication. English (being the lin-
gua franca of our scientific knowledge exchange) will in this case be more
appropriate then Dutch.
Lesson: the way we make our results explicit in a written publication
should not be restricted to the scientific podia. Lessons from concrete plan-
ning experiments are of interest to the planning community and should be
made accessible in an appropriate way, which is not a scientific article. For
scientific means, a ‘meta-reflection’ on different cases, in which conclusions
are compared and if possible, made more general, is probably more inter-
esting. But, to avoid the use of these conclusions in the wrong context, it is
important to be very transparent in the description of underlying methods,
criteria, assumptions etc. 
Concluding remarks
The kind of knowledge we deal with in landscape planning and design is
for the most of it not very easy to make explicit, and certainly not in a gen-
eral way. Like every human being, every part of the landscape is unique and
yet our scientific attitude challenges us to deliver general models and con-
cepts. To do this, we need to leave out a lot of details, to reduce complexity,
and forget about everything that cannot be made explicit (like symbolic
meanings, habits, values, or other immaterial aspects). No wonder that plan-
ners often ask what significance these abstractions have in practice. It is ‘the
unbearable lightness of science’ in which everything is absolutely true, but
has no more practical value. Of course this is an exaggeration. But in my
opinion, to make landscape science ‘bearable’ for planners and designers,
it is important for scientists to realise that the scientific truth is only a very
125
simplified truth, and highly conditional (only true in the context of the
specific cases, conditions, criteria etc). To be able to use scientific con-
clusions in a proper way, it is therefor important that this context is at
least made clear afterwards, but even better, to question presumptions
and criteria together with people in the field, before the actual research
starts. For planners and designers, on the other hand, it is advisable to
contribute more to both landscape planning and -science by sharing ex-
periences, which means trying to make these explicit to others. This need
not to be done in scientific terms, maybe a personal report or a story is
just as useful. Narratives can effectively explain complex messages. These
stories can be studied in a systematic way, which can lead to new con-
cepts, models, or even theories. 
The central point for me is that science needs practice and vice ver-
sa. New insights occur when relations are found between before unrelat-
ed aspects. We can only handle a certain amount of complexity, so when
working in the complexity of the ‘real’ landscape, new insights will very
likely be found on this practical level. When we reduce this complexity,
e.g. in a model, we can find new relations on this more abstract level. On
this level interactions with other disciplines can lead to new, interdisci-
plinary ‘unifying concepts’. Only by closing the loop to practice again, new
insights can result in innovations. 
A ranking in the ‘value’ of knowledge, like scientific knowledge is more
valuable than practical knowledge, is out of the question. Without practical
knowledge, science will die in isolation, without scientific knowledge, the
practice will find out the same wheel over and over again.
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Anne-Katrin Engelbrecht [anne-katrin.engelbrecht@wur.nl]
Participatory methods in scientific
theory and hands-on implementation 
– can the two be brought together?
The experience described below was gathered with a rural develop-
ment project of UNSO/UNDP in the Valley of São João Baptista, on the
Cape Verdian Island of Santiago. When I started there, the project had
already been running for 10 years as an intensive erosion control proj-
ect. My task, as a Chief Technical Adviser, was to enlist participation of
the population in the remaining year for maintaining the erosion con-
trol works. In the following, I will shortly describe my approach to this
task and the actions following from that. I will draw a picture of the
scientific context or vacuum in which we worked and will conclude
with three recommendations to improve the knowledge exchange. 
mediation for loans with the bank, technical information on irrigation-sys-
tems and vegetable growing).
Implementation and scientific context
Implementation of the plan took the form of small sub-projects of sup-
port to local initiatives. This means that the responsibility for the work
lay with the target population. This could also mean a re-evaluation of
the situation and changes of plans in mid-implementation on their insti-
gation. It could also mean the abortion of an already started activity, if
people lost interest (mostly for very good reasons). As to the scientific con-
text of our approach, there are only few previous theories about methods
for participatory project implementation. Most available literature on par-
ticipation concentrates on theories/methods for learning and appraisal or
(less often) on the planning of projects. Although many of these are valid
and soundly based on field-experience, they lack pertinence to actually
carrying out a project in a participatory way. On the other hand there are
numerous excellent case studies that describe what has been planned,
done and learnt in a specific situation. These however, are only condi-
tionally applicable to other situations, places and times. The most valu-
able source in developing our own approach, methods and tools was the
FMIS (Farmer-Managed Irrigation Systems) approach developed by IIMI
(International Irrigation Management Institute, presently called IWMI, In-
ternational Water Management Institute), which I had encountered inci-
dentally while working in Nepal. It was neither too abstractly theoretical
nor too specific. It was also perfect in that it did not only describe an ap-
proach and a method, but also the research methodology followed, which
allowed for fine-tuning to different conditions and circumstances. This
also greatly facilitated the evaluation and learning process when modify-
ing and applying this approach in Cape Verde.
Some years later, when researching literature for a Participation Hand-
book for the African Development Bank (Lammerink 2000), I encountered
similar methods like PTD (Participatory Technology Development, ref. Jig-
gins 1992; Engel 1989), a variant of action research developed by ETC,
Leusden, PME (Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation), developed by
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Hypothesis and method
My hypothesis on starting my task was that it was an impossible one.
In my experience participation will only take place, if there is an active in-
terest of the potential participants in the outcome of their efforts, the so-
called PIP-principle (expected Profit – Interest in gaining it – Practicabil-
ity of the proposed activities). Therefore, the project staff chose a focus
on income-generating activities for the local population, mainly farmers.
They chose horticulture (the market prices for vegetables being very high),
implying the need for irrigation and terracing, which in turn controlled ero-
sion effectively. The method we chose to achieve the preparation of slopes
for horticulture is called HOPPA (Hands-on Pragmatic Participatory Ap-
proach): A participatory development process that is initiated around a
number of small practical (pilot-) projects, which enhances technical
and organisational understanding, experience, and capacity of the target
population. This, in its turn, enhances motivation and initiative for new
action and thereby increases participation itself in development process-
es in an upward spiral. HOPPA describes a series of steps in implement-
ing a project, based on target-groups’ own initiative and self-steering,
which guarantee target-group-controlled participation. (Lammering and
Engelbrecht 2000). The method was developed based on Action-Resarch
on Farmer-Managed Irrigation Systems (FMIS) by R.Yoder in Nepal in the
1980ies (Yoder, IWMI-publ.; 1986; with Martin 1988). 
I started out by writing a paper (Engelbrecht 1994) on the project-ob-
jectives, the chosen approach and method, in order to create a common
basis for the project staff and implementing agencies (Ministry of Agri-
culture and UNSO/UNDP) as much as to inform the financing agencies.
The next step was to write a project plan (Engelbrecht 1995) in the Log-
ical Framework format including a monitoring and evaluation plan (on
the basis of Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation). This was done in
close cooperation with other relevant project staff. The activities de-
scribed in the plan were based on the successful initiatives that had al-
ready been taken by local farmers and were geared towards supporting
them and new participants in their plans and works (e.g. support in the
building of reservoirs and irrigation canals, mediation in local conflicts,
D
elta series  3  2004
126
Thirdly and lastly, I think, the best way to exchange knowledge and ex-
perience is by doing together. The most effective way of learning is learn-
ing by doing. The second most effective way is learning by teaching. Both
come wonderfully together in executing joint research and/or projects,
where partners observe, constructively criticise and inspire each other.
Where they use their creativity to attain to more than a sum of the parts.
Nothing is more motivating for developing and testing new (and old) sci-
entific concepts.
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IIED (1998), and PIM (Participatory Impact Monitoring) developed by
Germann et al. (1996). Our own methodological experiences fit in very
well with these, while there is little overlap, thus complementing them.
Still, since we did not operate in a scientific network, our results remain
“hidden” in project strategy papers, plans and reports to the implement-
ing and financing agencies, some training manuals for NGO’s in develop-
ing countries and abovementioned Handbook. In fact, in the Netherlands,
serious science in the field of participation seems to focus on abstract
generalized theories rather than applied research on actually applicable
methods. It is often the field-workers abroad, whose first aim is the proj-
ect objective and whose scientific writings are only a secondary output,
which are open to sharing experiences and to critically comparing ap-
proaches and theories. 
Conclusions
Concluding, I would advocate a much stronger cross-fertilisation of
theoretical and applied research, which would greatly benefit the mem-
bers of both parties. Field-workers can test theories in practice, bringing
back new experiences and questions to the theorists to reflect upon. One
could think for example of fora and workshops organised specifically to
make the two meet, exchange, and test their knowledge. Meeting in per-
son is always more effective than reading someone’s paper. Especially, if
the aim is to build active networks and research partnerships, which al-
ways work best when based on mutual personal liking and enthusiasm.
This brings me to my second recommendation: make the exchange of
knowledge and experience more interesting. Nothing is more boring than
to work ones way through heaps of scientific papers, however relevant
the contents. Put in pictures, video (watching or making), games, action
and lots of fun. Make it an event that leaves participants vibrating with en-
ergy and motivation to bring into practice, what they have just learnt, to
talk about it with their colleagues the next day, to jot down an abstract
for their next paper. Make people want to meet again and talk further.
Lower the threshold that keeps them from ringing each other up with a
question or a new idea.
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Judith Klostermann [judith.klostermann@wur.nl]
Sharing tacit knowledge to
understand reality
In this short contribution I will try to give my answer to the question
of knowledge production in science and society? Although no employ-
er or client asks me to do this, I use my theoretical background of so-
cial constructivism to explain the processes of knowledge production
that I see around me (e.g. Berger and Luckmann, 1966). According to
this theoretical framework, human knowledge is produced in the fol-
lowing way: 
•Humans have a natural tendency to see patterns in their environ-
ment, and they generate explanations all the time;
•They communicate with each other through language so they share
their personal explanations and pick up ideas from each other; 
•After a period of dialogue, a group usually arrives at a consensus on
which explanations about reality are the most valid ones;
•Humans live in rather constant groups so a more or less consistent
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set of cultural beliefs about reality will grow after a longer period;
•New members of the group (children, pupils, immigrants etc) are in-
formed about the existing set of cultural beliefs;
•Because of new events and cultural exchange between groups the
cultural beliefs adapt and develop continuously.
Within the social constructivist school the opinions vary on how close
the human explanations of reality are to the real reality. Some claim that
very accurate descriptions are possible through empirical research (posi-
tivism), but others assume that the gap between ‘reality’ (the human sto-
ry about reality) and reality can never really be bridged. A generally ac-
cepted view in this respect in the concept of ‘bounded rationality’ devel-
oped by economist Herbert Simon: the human mind is limited and cannot
take all the information into account that is necessary to make decisions;
therefore, decisions are always suboptimal.
In many ways, science generation is no different from the general hu-
man processes of knowledge production. In a scientific project all
processes mentioned above can be recognized. In every scientific project
tacit assumptions are used. Scientists incorporate cultural norms, values
and basic beliefs about how reality is constructed as developed in their
personal, pre-scientific lives. Moreover, they unconsciously copy the as-
sumptions that are part of previous scientific work, by accepting pub-
lished scientific results as ‘facts’. A difference between average knowl-
edge production and science, however, is that scientific methods are more
systematic. This gives scientific claims about reality extra power in the di-
alogue about reality.
Working with this paradigm has important consequences. It leads to a
certain level of modesty about scientific outcomes, the so-called ‘facts’.
Facts have a temporary value, even though consensus may exist for one or
more centuries. This temporariness is the whole point of generating new
knowledge: we have to stay open to new points of view. 
To give an example: in the Nineteenth century, a hot debate was go-
ing on about the cause of cholera: was this a punishment of God, a con-
sequence of bad housing and hunger, or was it spread though particles of
some kind? Pasteur discovered micro-organisms in 1863 and Koch dis-
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covered the bacteria that caused cholera in 1883, which put the debate
to rest. However, this led to a tendency to explain literally every disease
with micro-organisms, which made it hard for Eijkman to discover the real
cause of beriberi: vitamin deficiency. 
Another consequence is that every point of view can be a valuable con-
tribution to the societal body of knowledge, including those of other sci-
entific ‘schools’, other scientific disciplines, and lay people. Because
scientific methods are systematic, scientific claims about reality are usu-
ally seen as more convincing than lay claims. In a project team an honest
dialogue with other disciplines and non-scientific groups is necessary.
Therefore, it is imperative that scientists reveal their tacit assumptions,
and explain the line of reasoning that is accepted in their profession.
One human mind is limited, but an open combination of a number of
minds can bring us closer to understanding the real reality.
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Rob Jongman, Jannemarie de Jonge, Anne-Katrin Engelbrecht,
Evelien Steingröver, Marijke van Winsum-Westra
Summary of discussion: Reflection
on feedback into science
How does feedback of knowledge into science takes place
currently? Writing scientific papers and books is not done frequently enough in
applied research. One of the participants in the discussion group is doing this
systematically, but he has a long university background. It is always difficult to get
the essence out of a project and most reports are published in Dutch. Also the
external evaluation of our institute showed that too little can be achieved with the
Dutch written reports to position the institute in the scientific world. Dutch is not
the major scientific language and will not give the feedback that a major scientific
institute needs. Some scientists in the institute do have sufficient relevant
knowledge but do not publish. However, the institute wants investment in the
knowledge and wants to have it to build on; if you do not publish, the knowledge
might get lost. 
Knowledge and science have three different layers:  The first is data,
their storage and retrieval. Part of the data is restricted available due to
confidentiality economic value. Other datasets are public domain. A policy on data
availability is useful as shown by the developments in the UK. Until 1996 data of
the countryside survey were only for sale; since countryside survey 2000 data are
public. Now more and more research questions seem to be put to the institute. In
some cases open sources seem to be more profitably in scientific sense as well as
in economic sense.
The second layer is the layer of models. These are partly public (LEDESS), partly
confidential (LARCH). However, models only are valuable for science when there are
validation studies available and the model has a standard version to refer to. For the
models developed at our institute, this is mostly not yet the case. Most models are
tacit and not explicit. This means that other scientists cannot take the models as
their reference. Conceptual models are common in many science fields such as
environmental psychology and only valuable if available through literature. Also here
the dilemma exists if the knowledge disappears to others if published or it becomes
one of the standards. Only on explicit knowledge official feedback from colleagues
can be given. 
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The third is the layer of knowledge: the application of data and information in
models. That is the way you reach other scientists and how you can be relevant for
society. Articles and reports are often available on the internet. But this knowledge is
only accessible is some basic requirements are met: The net and the sites must be
accessible in a common language; national languages and jargon do provide different
outcomes of searches.
Personal contacts (meetings, congresses) can provide new insight but do not yet make
it explicit. They are important to overcome cultural differences that are difficult to be
made explicit. In integrated projects it is a challenge to explore other fields of science. 
Knowledge that is context dependent is not necessarily scientific knowledge, but
might be important tacit knowledge to make projects successful. 
Is scientific knowledge only that knowledge that can be made objectively
transferable? How do you then deal with ‘unique’ contexts, where people and
landscapes are involved? Is transdisciplinary knowledge scientific? In the landscape
models many different kinds of information are included. Some information is
objective (length hedgerow, are forest) some are subjective or symbolic (holy tree,
memorial, scenic beauty, stories). In between there is a gradient of combinations. In
landscape science the great challenge is to collect applied case study knowledge that
is case by case unique. This information should be systematized made objective and
generalized. This also represents the mutual relationship of applied and fundamental
science in landscape studies. 
Fundamental research simplifies a lot by keeping variables constant in laboratory
situations. Fundamental research is also often published elsewhere than applied
research with often higher rankings (Ecology, Applied ecology). But there seems to be
a change in trends. Landscape Ecology is quickly rising on the index list and this
seems to be related to applied science papers. The most downloaded paper is on the
relationship of landscape ecology and planning.  Scientific papers keep their value. It
is a cheap excuse to state that scientific papers are out of date. There surely are new
forms of publications such as electronic journals and open libraries. However, there
still is a standard of quality to be held if science is to be developed. The editorial
boards of journals set that standard, both printed and electronic. Web discussions are
important for the phase before making research result explicit in the form of scientific
publications. Other tools of publication are important to bring science to the general
public; then films, discussion forums, popular books, CD-ROMs and games can be a
perfect new tool. Writing science is making research results explicit and marks the
new position of science. There is an increase in personal exchange of knowledge;
implicit and tacit knowledge becomes more important when European cultures
cooperate in European research projects. This has to be taken into account and is
important in developing knowledge but will not be a barrier for explicit knowledge in
science. 
What are the positive aspects in how feedback to science takes place
now? Scientific papers are valuable, because they mark the development of science
and force you to formulate carefully knowledge to make it reproducible. It is an anchor
point and is available forever. Every journal has in its editorial board a ‘body of
knowledge’. It indicates the value of the journal and the certainty that what is written
there is reliable. 
What are the shortcomings in how feedback to science takes place
now? The problem of jargon and language differences is most obvious in projects
with an integrated approach; in these projects mutual exchange and searching in
databases is complicated. A better system of keywords is needed. One of the dangers
of working in science is that you are making science the standard and the only reality.
Social reality is mainly determined by all the things that cannot be detected through
science such as significance, values symbolic aspects. Other languages such as art
and literature can also have a very important role in society. In scientific papers the
errors and failures are mostly not published. It is too expensive to spend papers on
non-results. 
What can we do to improve feedback into science? We recommend the
following: Making data available might generate new knowledge and in this way new
research requests. This however requires joint languages and standards. The fear that
publication of research will diminish requests for research is not valid. If results of
research are available and valuable, you help to set the standards and generate new
research requests. In cooperation with users research can develop faster, because
there is feedback on the weak points.
Pay attention to editorial boards of journals; scientific organisations can have influence
on their strategy; the dominance of certain regions or science areas can be influenced
if there is a good communication, especially if capable researchers from the own
organisation are part of the editorial board.
Project-presentations force people to focus on the core of the project and help to focus
for both publication and teaching (University). Let someone else present the project
that you coordinate; then you see if it is clear and it helps you to be sharp.
Increase the publications in English. It makes no sense to publish scientific papers in
Dutch. Publications in Dutch are only useful as reports for Dutch end-users and case
studies that are done in the Netherlands. Make concise reports (summary and
recommendations) and use the rest of the time available for a scientific publication if
possible. At least discuss with the end-user the possibility of an international
publication.
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The role of research and
researchers in integrative and
participatory projects 
The previous chapters reflect on knowledge production and how to
move from tacit to explicit knowledge in integrative and participatory
projects in the fields of landscape research and planning. With so many
individual reflections and four discussion summaries, this chapter takes
the opportunity to draw some conclusions of a more general nature.
These are based on a systematic collection of topics discussed in the
various contributions. As such, points of discussion are identified that
may need special attention if integrative and participatory research is
to be further developed and improved. The chapter touches not only on
the research aspect, but also addresses the institutional and social
frameworks in which research is embedded. 
The authors contributing to this volume had the choice of reflecting
about integrative and participatory research on a personal level, a project
level, on feedback of knowledge to the research institute or to science in
general. Nonetheless, not all contributors chose to reflect narrowly at one
of these four levels on the subject of knowledge creation and moving
from tacit to explicit knowledge, which was the given task. Some chose
to present other kinds of positive or negative experiences and frustrations
related to integrative and participatory research. Obviously there was a
strong need to express experiences that were unlikely to find an outlet
elsewhere. Therefore, this conclusion includes not only issues strictly re-
lated to knowledge creation in integrative and participatory projects, but
also refers to less directly linked topics that may influence whether knowl-
edge is created or made explicit. 
We start with general observations from the contributions followed by
seven thematic issues. These are based on aspects that were mentioned
in several contributions or discussed controversially.
Focus on project level and process management 
The majority of authors reflected on the project level, whilst the per-
sonal, institutional and scientific levels attracted less attention. This
might reveal that the authors are most familiar with reflection at the proj-
ect level and do not have as much practice with or interest in the other
levels. Another general observation is that there was little reflection on
either the content of the projects or on the methods that were used in
them. Where a method was stated (e.g. learning by doing) there was little
systematic reflection on the usefulness or appropriateness of the method
or justification for why it was chosen in the first place. This would be im-
portant in order to gain an overview of the many different methodological
approaches that might currently be used for integrative and participatory
projects. Making this knowledge explicit would benefit future projects and
enable them to further develop special methodological approaches for this
type of research. 
In contrast, many contributors focused on the process of a project.
This might be due to the nature of integrative and participatory projects,
which frequently involve rather large groups of researchers from different
backgrounds and/or various non-academic participants (such as local/re-
gional stakeholders, politicians, officials and delegates from companies
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Systematic exchange of knowledge 
Some authors remarked critically on the lack of systematic knowledge
transfer. This includes the transfer of knowledge among individuals,
among projects and from individuals and projects to institutes. In partic-
ular they mentioned that acquiring the skills needed to successfully im-
plement integrative and participatory projects is often left to individuals
instead of institutes systematically training researchers in these skills. 
Systematic knowledge transfer is especially important for integrative
and participatory research, because this research does not yet have a long
academic tradition and it is still building up its basic knowledge base. At
the same time, researchers with expertise in integrative and participatory
research are highly sought-after and many projects are being carried out.
This demands that results and experiences be fed back and passed on
quickly and that researchers be systematically trained to further develop
approaches to integrative and participatory research. 
Specific versus generic knowledge creation 
Some contributors were rather skeptical about whether the purpose of
their studies should be the creation of generic knowledge. This implies
doubt about whether it is meaningful to make personal experiences and
project results explicit, to allow for their application by other researchers.
In fact, many of the contributions stress that every new project should be
approached with an open mind and without prejudices, because fixed
structures and a heavy load of knowledge could hamper fresh and inno-
vative thinking. They regard as problematic the application of a method or
solution from one project to another, because of the uniqueness and spe-
cific context of each and every situation. The authors also doubt whether
it is useful to adopt previous findings of other scientists, instead of find-
ing out for one’s self what would be best in a given situation. 
These viewpoints suggest a rather critical attitude towards the purpose
of science. They also contrast with two basic assumptions made in the
introductory chapter. First, we postulated that a major characteristic of re-
search is to create generic knowledge that is applicable to other similar
problems (Feynman, 1998). Second, we stated that a major feature of sci-
141
or interest organizations). In consequence, the organization of a project
has grown to such an extent that it dominates the content of what is be-
ing done. Perhaps this is an indication that projects have become too
large in size and involve too diverse a group of participants to allow for a
reasonable concentration on content. 
Common understanding and language 
Many contributors discussed the importance of developing a common
understanding and language in integrative and participatory projects. This
is not a new finding (Klein, 1990), but the fact that so many contributions
reflect on it again stresses its relevance. When different disciplines and
academic and non-academic participants have to cooperate, misunder-
standings and misinterpretations of each other’s language are a core prob-
lem, especially early in the project. Different disciplines have different at-
titudes about what might be regarded as a suitable approach and what
might be accepted as data or as a suitable outcome (Geertz, 1983; Giri,
2002). There is also confusion about the integrative concepts themselves.
Widely different beliefs exist as to what are interdisciplinarity, transdisci-
plinarity or participatory approaches and subsequently how they are to be
realized in a project (Tress et al., 2003). 
One strategy to combat the confusion is to make explicit one’s own
definitions and understandings and to discuss them with the other proj-
ect participants. Common learning and knowledge creation in integrative
and participatory projects begins in the search for a common language.
One characteristic of interdisciplinarity and transdisciplinarity is that
something new is created that would not have been possible from the ef-
forts of a single discipline. This requires development of a common lan-
guage, which enables all participants to communicate on an equal basis.
In this context some contributors also stressed the importance of good
chemistry and mutual trust between participants. This is of course valid
not only for relationships among scientists, but also for those between sci-
entists and non-academic participants. 
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knowledge or transnational policy analyses. Studies have long proven the
so-called “not in my backyard” syndrome whereby stakeholders do not
agree to things that do affect them directly but support measures from
which they expect personal benefit (Fort & Rosenman, 1993; Wolsing,
2000; Rose & Suffling, 2001; Fischer, 2003). 
One reason for the conflicting interests of research and stakeholders
might be current funding practices, which establish research programs
with the clear goal to solve real-world problems (Tress, 2004). Because
of this societal purpose, and the societal partners that must be involved
in the research process, applied research is limited in its ability to make
independent decisions. There is thus a basic conflict: that between the in-
terest of research to create generic knowledge valid beyond a specific
project context and the interests of stakeholders who often have specific
personal or organizational goals. This conflict might be rather serious
and difficult to solve. Or it can form a starting point from which to begin
clarifying and making explicit stakeholder roles—and thus their actual in-
fluence in decision-making—right from the start of projects. 
“Back to front” research
Another idea mentioned in the contributions is the perceived threat of
doing “back to front” research. Major national or international funding
agencies set up projects directed towards a pre-defined end. They may
be interested in promoting, for example, the concept of metropolitan land-
scapes. However, the role that research is given in such a case is not to
find out whether the concept is meaningful, or to critically investigate al-
ternatives. Rather, research is mandated to confirm the meaningfulness
of the concept and open ways for its implementation. Involvement in back
to front research constrains individual researchers and forms a threat to
research institutes as well as to research in general. The independent view
of research and researchers is a great strength and a societal good. If this
independence is violated, institutes and individuals lose credibility. Part
of the work ethic of researchers is to promote results that derive from
sound analyses and not ones that are considered to be politically correct.
Therefore, researchers and research institutes might consider refusing
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ence is to build upon previous findings. We acknowledge the variety of
attitudes that exist about this topic. Nonetheless, we raise the question of
what are the goals of integrative and participatory projects, if they do not
intend—as stated by some authors—to create generic knowledge? Per-
haps these projects aim mainly to solve a specific practical problem in a
certain region. This should be considered a valuable activity, but it might
not be characterized as research. Consequently, such an activity would not
be judged according to scientific criteria, but according to what is con-
sidered to be good quality in the specific professional field. 
Considering the reluctance to actively use findings from colleagues—
and thus to build on existing knowledge—we would argue that in order to
be competitive as an individual researcher, and as an institute, it is es-
sential to know the forefront of research in a specific area. An overview is
required of what exactly has been done earlier or is being done currently,
not only within one’s own institute, but also broadly internationally. Fur-
thermore, evolving perceptions of colleagues’ work helps practitioners to
develop a realistic impression of international quality standards and how
their own work relates to these. 
Conflicting interests of research and stakeholders
Several authors reported experiences whereby stakeholders with hid-
den agendas pushed their own interests, but were only marginally inter-
ested in the outcome of the research project. In one case, local practi-
tioners were mainly interested in gaining financial support from an inter-
national funding body for an activity they would have undertaken anyway.
Gaining that funding was their main reason for joining the research proj-
ect. Because many integrative and participatory projects are in the field
of applied research—and thus must deal with stakeholders—we would re-
gard such problems as quite typical rather than as exceptions. 
Local or regional stakeholders, be they professionals working in plan-
ning agencies, representatives of interest groups or private individuals,
have a clear interest in benefiting (in any way whatsoever) from projects
they undertake together with researchers. It is legitimate that their inter-
est is local or regional and not directed towards the creation of generic
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It is, however, in the interest of individual researchers and institutes to
set aside sufficient time for reflection and knowledge creation. This in-
cludes the extra time that may be needed to lift up knowledge gathered
from integrative and participatory projects to a level or scale that makes
them a valuable contribution to science. 
Certainly extra effort is needed to feed back knowledge from applied
integrative and participatory projects into science. Yet some projects
might, from the start, have little or no research content. These projects
might again be valuable from a societal perspective; they may success-
fully fulfil the tasks set for them and solve practical problems. However,
it is not the purpose of such projects to contribute to progress in science.
Because such projects set out with a different goal we should therefore
not expect them to produce scientifically valuable outcomes. 
Making knowledge explicit by publishing  
During the workshop and in the contributions, contrasting views were
expressed regarding the importance of publishing from integrative and
participatory projects. On one hand, journal articles were said to be “out-
dated” and scientific publications not the right channel to disseminate
knowledge from integrative and participatory studies. The question was
also raised of whether science should lead to new policies, to a better en-
vironment or to new documents and citations. On the other hand, a need
was expressed for more time to reflect and write, for more publications
and for publishing in higher quality journals. 
Most researchers would acknowledge that publishing is the main mode
of making knowledge explicit in science. Publishing confers rewards to
the owner of results and findings in that it states the name of the author(s)
while, at the same time, sharing the knowledge among fellow members
of the scientific community. Publications thus constitute both an instru-
ment for the dissemination and storage of knowledge and a social system
for assessing individual efforts. 
Regarding the channels in which results from integrative and partici-
patory projects should be published, we suggest the following practice.
Scientific results should be published in international scientific journals,
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contracts or stopping projects that are set up to work towards a pre-de-
fined conclusion. 
From integrative and participatory projects to scientific
knowledge
Some authors reflected on the special character or quality of the
knowledge gained from integrative and participatory projects. They state
that knowledge from such projects needs special means of dissemination.
Contributors also reported on the perceived gap between fundamental re-
search and the ability of applied integrative and participatory projects to
feed back to and contribute to progress in science. One author says that
contractors limit the time that researchers spend preparing a project and
reflecting on them afterwards, whilst optimizing the time actually spent
on concrete problem solving. Another, related observation is that most of
the contributions report on projects that dealt with a regional or local
problem in the field of landscape research and planning. Thus, there
also seems to be an inherent problem of scaling up knowledge gathered
in a regional or local context. 
As stated earlier, many applied integrative and participatory projects
may have the solution of a real-world problem as their main goal. Thus their
outcomes may not be typical scientific products and may not be readily ap-
plicable for feedback into science. The outcomes first have to be trans-
formed, taken out of their specific context and placed in a generally and in-
ternationally relevant framework. This requires extra time and money and
is experienced as being counter to the contractor’s interests. If driven
solely by economic efficiency, researchers in integrative and participatory
projects may be unable to obtain a sufficient overview of the state-of-the-
art of research in a given problem area at the start phase of a project. This
carries over into an inability to reflect on experiences and project results
and feed them back into a publication after a project’s completion. But,
why should contractors—particularly at the local or regional level—be in-
terested in and pay for researchers to publish their findings? Their interest
is to buy in researchers’ expertise, so as to deal with a specific problem.
Again, we have identified a fundamental conflict of interest. 
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since these have the highest impact in the scientific community and are
therefore more resource effective (in terms of time and costs) than proj-
ect reports. Also, the peer-review process, which is handled by the jour-
nals, functions as a guarantee that findings do adhere to international
standards and contribute to scientific progress. 
Besides the scientific publications, results for the larger public should
be disseminated in the medium with the highest impact factor for the giv-
en target group. If a project targets practices of farmers to minimize ni-
trogen leakage, its results should be published in the most prominent
farmers’ journals. If a project aims to raise awareness of environmental
concerns among schoolchildren, the most appropriate dissemination in-
strument might be a CD-Rom with a computer game or the like. There is
a huge demand for disseminating findings beyond the scientific world and
to do this in the most appropriate way. These activities are crucial and an
exploitation strategy should be included in every project plan. However,
this does not dispense of the task of feeding knowledge back to science
in terms of scientific publications. 
Conclusion
Many of the aspects discussed in this chapter are just as relevant for
integrative and participatory research as they are for research in general.
We must be aware that integrative and participatory research still is re-
search, and therefore should uphold the same requirements regarding
quality and merits as other research forms. 
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